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ABSTRACT 
 
More and more counties in Iowa have experienced a serious population loss from out-
migration. The resulting population decline has worsened existing problems such as insufficient 
education, limited infrastructure, and difficulties of access to health care. This study will use a 
modified version of the community capitals framework to better understand what community 
factors affect in- and out-migration in Iowa small towns. The study uses data from a survey of 99 
small Iowa communities combined with information from the American Community Survey in 
2014 to examine the extent to which community attachment and four community capitals (social 
capital, financial capital, human capital, and built capital) affect migration. The results based on 
structural equation models show that the migration models (in-, out-, and net-migration) do not 
fit the data. Three aspects of social capital (bonding social capital, bridging social capital, and 
trust) are the effective predictors of community attachment. Financial capital is the most 
important factor affecting in-migration and out-migration. Community attachment is the second 
most important factor reducing out-migration. Built capital contributes to the increase of social 
capital, which in turn facilitates the strength of community attachment and therefore reduces out-
migration. Although communities with higher human capital have higher out-migration, these 
communities attract other new residents to move in. The effect of community capitals and 
community attachment on migration varies by ages. Community attachment has more effects on 
young people (1 to 17 years) and old people (65+); financial capital has more effects on young 
adult (18 to 34 years) and old adult (35 to 64 years). 
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CHAPTER 1  
INTRODUCTION 
Rural out-migration has been a persistent problem since the 1920s when a large number 
of people were pulled by economic and social opportunities in cities (Johnson 2012) and 
were pushed from rural areas by the mechanization and consolidation of agricultural 
production (Greenwood 1977; Easterlin 1976). Although there was a short-term population 
turnaround in the 1990s when the economic boom drove a large number of retirees and 
amenity migrants from urban to rural areas, afterwards rural areas continued to suffer 
population declines from out-migration. According to the Current Population Survey (2014), 
in the past decade (2004~2014) the average annual reduction from net-migration in 
nonmetropolitan areas is 226.9, meaning in nonmetropolitan areas the net loss of population 
from out-migration is up to 226.9 thousand residents each year. In the Midwest, Iowa 
consisting of 21.2 percent of counties (21 counties) in metropolitan areas and 78.8 percent of 
counties (78 counties) in nonmetropolitan areas have experienced population declines over 
the past two decades.  
The depopulation in Iowa over these three decades shows the following characteristics. 
First, more and more counties experienced population loss. Between 1990 and 1999, for 
example, 49 of 99 counties declined in total population. Between 1999 and 2009 77 counties 
experienced increases in depopulation rates. Second, compared with natural decrease (the 
number of deaths are more than births), the number of counties suffering population decline 
from out-migration largely increased from 1990 to 1999. In 1999, among 49 counties 
experiencing population loss, the loss in 35 counties occurred due to natural decrease and 
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losses in 14 counties occurred due to out-migration. But population loss from out-migration 
sharply increased to 36 counties in from 1999 to 2009. Third, population decline from out-
migration mostly occurred in nonmetropolitan areas. In 1999, 11 counties experiencing 
population loss were in nonmetropolitan areas. But from 1999 to 2009, 20 counties 
experiencing population decline were in nonmetropolitan areas.  
The statistics show that between 1999 and 2010 74 counties in Iowa lost young 
population (25 to 44 years old). Studies show that rural population loses can lead to the 
imbalance of rural/urban demographic compositions. On the one hand, as more young adults 
and their children leave, aging populations become the main composition of rural areas, in 
turn resulting in low fertility rates and high natural decrease. On the other hand, “brain drain” 
(Beine, Docquier, and Rapoport 2001; Artz 2003; Docquier and Rapoport 2012), meaning a 
large number of high-skilled residents leave from rural to other places, can limit the local 
knowledge network and restrict a community’s capacity for innovation and development 
(Agrawal, McHale, and Oettl 2011). Finally, rural out-migration can indirectly influence an 
increase in ethnic diversify in rural populations. In the certain areas of the Midwest or 
Southwest, for example, which rely on low-wage labor jobs in food processing, construction, 
and personal service industries, it has been found that Hispanic population has dramatically 
increased following out-migration of young persons (Kandel and Parrado 2006). Based on 
US Census Bureau statistics, in 1990 residents of Hispanic origin in Iowa were 32,643 people. 
Over the next two decades these numbers increased, rising from 82,480 people in 2000 to 151, 
544 people in 2010. The outflow of human capital and heterogeneous population following 
by rural out-migration would further complicate already existing problems in rural areas, 
such as insufficient educational resources (Reid et al. 2010; Roberts and Bill Green 2013), 
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limited infrastructure (McArthur et al. 2014; Camlin, Snow, and Hosegood 2014), difficulties 
of access to health care (Talley, Chwalisz, and Buckwalter 2011), and rural poverty 
(Collinson 2010; Zhu and Luo 2010). 
Many studies attempt to explain rural population loss. Some posit that employment 
opportunities and wage differentials cause labor relocation between rural and urban areas, 
resulting in rural population loss (Ravenstein 1885; Lewis 1954; Ranis and Fei 1961). Based 
on the economic determinant of migration, Todaro (1969) believes that the costs and benefits 
associated with migration can explain why rural young adults with higher human capital are 
more likely to leave. Studies find that young adults who have college degrees are more likely 
to be attracted to areas with higher wages and diverse job opportunities (Chen and Rosenthal 
2008; Elvery 2010; Plane and Jurjevich 2009). In contrast to the economic determinant of 
migration, other studies have revealed that noneconomic factors of migration decision such as 
home ownership, job satisfaction, number of children, temperature, residential satisfaction 
(Speare 1974), and local amenities (Clark and Cosgrove 1991; Partridge and Ali 2008; 
Partridge 2010).   
Although these studies, either based on the economic or noneconomic perspective, have 
explained how job opportunities or local amenities affect migration, little attention has been 
given to the implications of the social environment. Cornelia and Jan Flora (2003) develop 
the community capital framework to analyze how local resources and capitals affect the 
abilities of local places to achieve healthy sustainable communities. They identify seven 
types of community capitals: built, natural, cultural, human, social, political, and financial. 
They believe that every community has some levels of these seven resources within it. When 
these resources are used to create other new resources, they become capitals. Each capital has 
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its own attribute and can be used to contribute to community success. The community capital 
framework has been used in many studies associated with community issues and results show 
that it is a useful framework for understanding many community problems (Keefe 2006; 
Taylor 2005; Flora et al. 2003). Yet, despite many studies show that the community capital 
framework is useful for understanding community problems; previous researchers have not 
used it to discuss migration.  
The goal here is to address this gap by using the community capital framework to 
discuss the factors of migration. This approach might reveal important conceptual dimensions 
of migration not previously well documented. A key aspect of social capital within this 
framework is community attachment, which is defined as the emotional and sentimental 
attachment of a resident to a particular community (Beggs, Hurlbert and Haines 1996; Goudy 
1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Theodori and Luloff 2000). On the one hand, previous 
studies show that community attachment is an important indicator of community success and 
therefore a good predictor of community civic engagement (Buta, Holland, and Kaplanidou 
2014), exodus of workers (Tolbert and Lyson 1992), and a declining economic infrastructure 
(Flora and Flora 1993; Walzer, Chicoine, and McWilliams 1987; Wilkinson 1986). On the 
other hand, several early studies tried to find out what factors might affect the strength of 
community attachment and so far the linear-development model (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; 
Wirth 1938; Buttel, Martinson, and Wilkening 1979), systemic model (Kasarda and Janowitz 
1974; Goudy 1990; Theofori and Luloff 2000), and community field perspective (Wilkinson 
1991; Sundblad and Sapp 2011) have been regarded as the effective approaches to 
understanding community attachment. These approaches emphasize how population size and 
density, length of residence, or perceived neighboring and friendship affect the strength of 
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community attachment. Previous research has argued that social capital is a public good 
including stronger mutual trust, higher level of participatory democracy, and positive social 
development (Son and Lin 2008; Bebbington and Perreault 1999; McClenaghan 2000; Paxton 
2002; Putnam 1993, 2000; Putnam et al. 1993; Schafft and Brown 2000). Many studies have 
indicated that stronger social capital is important for community success because it facilitates 
coordination and cooperation in the pursuit of public interests (Baldassarri and Diani 2007; 
Cornwell and Harrison 2004; Ohlemacher 1996). Nevertheless, few studies have tried to use 
the social capital approach to examining community attachment. This study aims to explore 
whether social capital with its emphasis on a public good that arises through collective 
actions based on different resources is an effective predictor of community attachment.   
Conceptually, a community refers to a small town consisting of residents and a set of 
organizations and institutions that facilitate mutual interaction to meet their needs (Wilkinson 
1991; Flora et al. 2003). Geographically, a small town is defined as a place which population 
is between 500 and 10,000. Migration refers to the change of population due to moving in or 
out of the small towns of Iowa. In addition, migration refers only to those who cross county 
boundaries. Therefore, moving in or moving out of towns but remaining in the same county 
does not count as migration. Using the data of 99 small Iowa communities and the American 
Community Survey in 2014, the predictors of community capitals and community attachment 
are aggregated to represent each community. Migration refers to migration rates for these 
communities.  
The first objective is to use principal components analysis (PCA) to establish construct 
validity for each latent variable (such as financial capital, social capital, built capital, 
community attachment). The second objective is to use structural equation modeling (SEM) 
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to statistically examine the effects of financial capital, social capital, built capital, and 
community attachment on migration. The third objective is to compare the effects of these 
community capitals and community attachment on migration for age groups (young people, 
young adult, old adult, old people).  
This study will contribute to our understanding the determinants of migration in three 
important ways. First, although the community capital framework has been effective in 
understanding community quality of life, it has yet to be used to explore the determinants of 
population migration. Linking the community capital framework and migration will expand 
our knowledge in migration theories because it provides a comprehensive framework 
reflecting the multiple influences of social environment. Second, this study will contribute to 
our understanding of the relationship between community attachment and social capital. 
Previous studies explain community attachment as an outcome of population size and density 
(Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Buttel, Martinson, and Wilkening 1979), length of residence 
(Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Thomas 1967; Park and Burgess 1921, 1925), or neighboring 
and friendship networks (Sundblad and Sapp 2011). However, few studies have used social 
capital to understand community attachment. Scholars have used social capital to discuss 
community issues and problems (Putnam 2000; Flora et al. 2003; Portes and Sensenbrenner 
1993; Warren Thompson, and Saegert 1999; Narayan 1999; Gittell and Videl 1998) and 
many studies indicate positive outcomes associated with social capital. For instance, social 
capital affects whether people in poor communities can mobilize resources to improve their 
difficult situation (Warren Thompson, and Saegert 2001). Saxton and Benson (2005) find that 
the creation of local non-profit organizations is associated with the high levels of social 
capital. Tiepoh and Reimer (2004) find that strong social capital positively contributes to 
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average income in terms of individuals and families, additionally facilitating a stable 
economic environment. Therefore, social capital might be regarded as a complement to our 
understanding of community attachment. Third, this research might improve our 
understanding of how community factors affect in-migration and out-migration for age 
groups. These results can help policy makers implement population retention and growth 
strategies. Although it is impossible to intervene in an individual decision of migration, it is 
possible to reconstruct community capitals to enhance community success and retain local 
residents. Therefore, knowing the association between community capitals and migration 
helps to implement relevant policies to mitigate population declines in small towns.
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CHAPTER 2  
LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
This chapter first provides three main theoretical approaches to understanding the 
previous studies of migration, including the functionalist approach, Marxian approach, and 
humanist and network approach. On this basis, the community capital framework is proposed 
as another perspective to understand migration. I integrate previous discussions with regard 
to different aspects of community capitals. Particularly, I pay more attention to the concept of 
social capital since it is a key factor related to many other concepts in the study. Then, a 
conceptual model is proposed to discuss migration. The positing of the conceptual model 
combines a modified community capital framework and community attachment. Further, I 
review previous approaches to understanding community attachment and explain the paths of 
factors regarding community capitals, community attachment, and migration.  
Theoretical approaches of migration studies 
1. Functionalist approach 
Migration studies based on the functionalist approach focus on what structural factors 
lead to migration. Migration is assumed as an inevitable response to rational situation. The 
early studies of migration aimed to explore how economic place factors, in particular the 
labor market, affect migration. Ravenstein (1885), for example, used survey data to analyze 
the volume of migration between counties, finding that employment opportunities and higher 
wages are the major determinants of internal migration. Decades later, Lewis (1954) argued 
that migration is largely demand-driven because the expansion of the capitalist sector draws 
labor to itself (see also: Taylor and Martin 2001). In the 1960s, the proposition of the 
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modified-gravity model began to be regarded as the synthesis of previous findings (Zipf 
1949). This model includes geographic distance, population size, income, and place factors to 
explain migration (Greenwood 1997). Lee (1966) further conceptualized the model of 
migration by emphasizing plus (push) and minus (pull) factors in origins and destinations. In 
his analysis, push factors were defined as population growth, population density, lack of 
economic opportunities and political repression, while pull factors were defined as demand 
for labor, availability of land, economic opportunities, and political freedom (Castles, de 
Haas, and Miller 2014). Most early theories of migration were strongly rooted in neoclassic 
economics (Greenwood 1977; Massey, Durand, and González 1990). The neoclassic 
perspective regards migration as labor migration, which offers advantages in analyzing 
migration flows between rural and urban areas. These studies have identified the important 
concepts of employment and wage differentials; they tried to explain how disequilibrium 
(Molho 1986) between origins and destinations results in population movement.  
Unlike the economic perspective, spatial analysis concentrates on place utilities and 
dis-utilities in origins and destinations and focuses on how the intervening factor of cost of 
moving distance affects migration decision. Researchers believe that location-specific 
amenities affect migration decision and they argue that higher real wages in lower amenity 
areas (such as metropolitan areas in London) in fact compensate wage differentials for 
disamenities (Greenwood 1997; Faggian, Corcoran, and Partridge 2015). Studies have found, 
for example, that climate has a significant influence on migration flows (Cebula 1974; 
Greenwood and Gormely 1971; Schachter and Althaus 1989). Previous research has shown 
that the number of annual heating degree days significantly explains migration but the 
number of annual cooling days does not. This result indicates that cold is a disamenity that 
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reduces in-migration and increases out-migration. Likewise, based on 12 different measures 
of amenities and disamenities, Clark and Cosgrove (1991) have argued that most of these 
variables have a significant influence on long-distance migrants. More recent works (Glaeser, 
Kolko, and Saiz 2001; Adamson, Clark, and Partridge 2004; Rappaport 2008; Partridge and 
Ali 2008; Partridge 2010) have found similar results showing the effects of amenities on 
migration. Further, other studies have argued that the effect of employment opportunities and 
amenities on internal migration may also depend on individual characteristics. For instance, 
studies focused on the effect of amenities on the higher educated worker have shown that 
amenities increase the presence of such workers (Glaeser et al. 2001; Florida 2002a, 2002b, 
2004; Shapiro 2006; Rappaport 2008; Beckstead, Brown, and Gellatly 2008; Ferguson, Olfert, 
and Partridge 2007) and they in turn affect local employment growth (Partridge and Rickman 
2006a, 2006b).  
The behavior perspective represents the functionalist approach but focuses more on 
how psychological processes of cognition affects individual’s interpretation toward 
environment (Roseman 1983). Many researchers have disagreed with the assumption of the 
“rational migrant,” as held by the economic perspective, because migration decisions and the 
choice of destination might only reveal people’s satisfaction rather than maximization (Simon 
1957). Rossi (1955) argued that the decision-making process of migration consists of three 
stages: the decision to leave the current location, searching a better location, and choosing 
from alternative destinations. Based on these stages, other researchers further develop 
behavior models in different studies (Clark 1984; Roseman 1971: Molho 1986).  
One integrated perspective of migration in the functionalist approach is to try to 
understand the association between environment factors and life-course transition. Previous 
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research has shown that migration follows an age profile (Whisler et al. 2008; Clark and 
Withers 2002; Rossi 1955; Bernard, Bell, and Charles-Edwards 2014; Kulu and Billari 2004; 
Rogers and Castro 1981). Migration rates tend to be the highest among young adults because 
they face more choices either in education or job opportunities (Garasky 2002; Gurak and 
Kritz 2000; Rindfuss 1991; White and Woods 1980). However, migration rates steadily 
decline as people get older and then the rates increase again around the age of retirement 
(Long 1988; Bernard et al. 2014). Studies have suggested that education, marriage, and 
retirement are three important life events affecting relocation (Mincer 1978). For young 
adults, starting university education or starting a new job often results in moving out of 
county or state boundaries (Kley and Mulder 2010). However, a change of marital status 
might either increase or decrease people’s propensity to move. Statistics show that the 
migrate rate are higher among singles than couples since the latter involves the higher risk of 
moving (Clark and Huang 2003; Clark and Ledwith 2006). On the other hand, migration 
might be motivated as families have a child. Studies have indicated that when considering the 
location of residence, parents prefer commodious space, safe and a child friendly 
environment and this situation explains why they tend to move to suburban or rural areas 
(Kim, Horner, and Marans 2005). In addition, rural in-migration mostly appears in older age 
cohorts as they retire (Bures 1997; Hardill 2006; Lundhold 2012). Research shows, for 
example, that the choice of residence for people near retirement is more associated with 
natural amenities and house values and less associated with work related factors (Millington 
2000; Ferguson et al. 2007; Scott 2010). Analyzing pre-retirement aged cohort (those in their 
50s and early 60s), Bures (1997) and Stockdale (2006) conclude that no matter in the US or 
UK, the older age group shows similar residential preferences, such as low population density 
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and rich amenities. Likewise, Scott (2009) has found that although the engineers of working 
age are sensitive to locations corresponding closely to their professional expertise, engineers 
close to retirement or already retired would move to less dense or warm climate areas.  
At the macro level, economists believe business cycles might cause migration since 
aggregate economic activities are related to people’s earnings and employment which could 
have a significant impact on costs and benefits associated with staying at current residence or 
moving to other places. Many studies have suggested that internal migration usually rises in 
an economic boom but falls in a recession (Molloy, Smith, and Wozniak 2011; Greenwood, 
Hunt, and McDowell 1986; Greenwood 1997; Milne 1993; Pissarides and Wadsworth 1989; 
Pandit 1997; Clark 1982; Haurin and Haurin 1988; Long 1988). The population turnaround in 
rural areas in the 1990s resulted from the economic boom, driving people moving to rural 
places (Ulrich-Schad, Henly, and Safford 2013; Brown et al. 2008; Johnson and Beale 1998; 
Johnson and Cromartie 2006). Based on the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) data for 1988-
2006, which is across two full economic recessions, Vias (2010) has argued that the 
migration efficiency rates are highly related to the economic recession and this result is 
consistent with Miller’s (1995) findings that a short-term economic growth and decline are 
directly associated with migration efficiency rates.  
On the other hand, some demographists find that migration also reflects demographic 
transition. Zelinsky (1971), for example, argued that demographic change and mobility 
transition are the result of social change, especially modernization. In a pre-modern 
traditional society, only limited migration occurs between rural areas. The process of 
modernization causes an impetus of migration between rural and urban areas. However, as a 
society reaches in post-industrial stage, the rates of migration will reduce again. The 
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perspective of mobility transition has been used to explain why the migration rate in 
developed counties is comparative low.  
2. Marxian approach 
It has been a long time since researchers tried to figure out the reason of spatial division 
of labor migration and many of these studies regard it as a result driven by economic 
activities with the demand of the labor force. However, the Marxian approach of migration 
criticizes that these studies seldom point out how the mechanism behind economic activities 
produces migration. Marxian theorists believe that social phenomena result from the 
prevailing model of production, the way in which societies organize the social relation of 
production. The mode of production consists of productive forces (labor, resources, and 
instruments of labor) and the associated social relations of production. The social relations of 
production are embedded in class conflict between those controlling the means of production 
and the laborers. Based on the Marxian approach, measuring the characteristics of origins and 
destinations to account for the reason of migration cannot show the extent to which capitalist 
produce a new form of economic activity and a new form of power structure associated with 
it. Nevertheless, it is this kind of economic activity and the exercise of power leading to a 
particular pattern of migration (Shrestha 1988). Studies of migration based on Marxian 
approach try to explain how capitalism as the prevailing mode of production leads to a 
particular pattern of migration and how migration leads to the other kinds of inequalities in 
different settings. Woods (1985) proposes that any approach of migration should consider its 
relation to structural context and behavioral response; what he means by structural context is 
economic structures and material circumstances including political and legal framework. 
Walker, Ellis, and Barff (1992) also argue that migration pattern within cities is the result of 
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suburbanization coinciding with a large amount of capital accumulation and the emerging 
middle class. Marxian approach has been applied to the studies of international migration. 
Wallerstein’s world system theory, for example, which focuses on spatial growth of the 
capitalist economy, has been used to discuss the theme of international labor migration. 
Global economic variation between countries is the uneven character of capitalist 
development and therefore the geographic segmentation of core and peripheral areas is a 
reflection of discrepancy between developed countries and underdeveloped countries 
(Wallerstein 1983; Jones 1986). Studies based on Wallerstein’s world system theory explain 
migration from peripheral to core locations and criticize the exploitation of international 
migrants in the core counties (Miles 1987; Findlay et al. 1996). Likewise, Piore (1979) claims 
that international migration is a consistent feature of modern capitalism because of its 
permanent demanding for immigrant labors to fill the vacancies of unskilled jobs. The 
institutionalization of dual labor market produces a capital-intensive primary sector and 
labor-intensive secondary sector. The secondary sector includes those low-skilled and low-
paying jobs and limit to career advancement. As a result, developed countries particular the 
secondary sector is highly relies on the labor forces from poorer countries.  
3. Humanist and network approach 
The humanist approach emphasizes that “migration has meanings for a given society or 
for a sub-section of that society which cannot be reduced to clear-cut economic or social 
factor along” (Boyle and Halfacree 1998). Identity based on ethnicity, culture, or nationality 
is strongly associated with immigrants’ origin and it has a persistent effect with regard to 
their experience in destination. Many researchers claim the importance of migrant histories 
and argue to understand the meanings of migration through tracing their lives. They intend to 
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understand how personal characteristics, such as beliefs, aspirations, and obligations in 
people’s lives shape their interpretation of migration (Davis 1945). Consequently, studies 
based on this approach rely on doing in-depth interview to construct migrants’ life histories. 
Some researches have argued migration is a cultural experience involving people’s cultural 
identity and assimilation (Bottomley 1992; Fielding 1992) and migration has meanings for a 
given society that cannot merely be reduced to economic or social factors (Boyle and 
Halfacree 1998). On the other hand, network studies of migration concentrate on linkages 
between sender and recipient countries (Kritz and Zlotnik1992) and concern about how social 
ties are created and maintained and finally become effective social networks for facilitating 
migration (Castles et al. 2014). Many factors would affect initiation of migration processes 
including welfare, colonialism, conquest, occupation, military service, labor recruitment, and 
shared culture (Massey and Parrado 1998; Skeldon 1977). However, researches have found 
that the choice of destinations made by previous migrants would affect the location choices 
of subsequent migrants. Also, kinship or ethnic networks play an important role of helping 
new immigrants to accommodate in a new environment and the evidence shows that stronger 
kinship facilitates the propensity to move since it ensures that migrants can have security 
assurance in destinations (Abu-Lughod 1961; Mangin 1970; Zelinsky 1971).  
Community capital framework 
Cornelia and Jan Flora (2003) have developed the community capital framework to 
analyze how local resources and capitals affects the abilities of local places to achieve healthy 
sustainable communities. They believe that every community, more or less, has resources 
within it. When these resources or assets are used to create other new resources, they become 
capital. Based on this definition, they have identified the different types of community 
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capitals including built, natural, cultural, financial, political, social, and human capital. 
Although each capital has its own attribute, these capitals can be transferred from one type of 
capital to another. Each community capital will be described in the following section. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
Figure 1   Community capital framework  
(Flora et al. 2003) 
 
1. Social capital 
(1) Social capital as instrumental resources 
The concept of social capital can be understood through two traditions that regard 
social capital as individual level resources or as collective resources. Based on the first 
tradition, social capital refers to resources embedded in social networks, thereby emphasizing 
how individuals utilize these resources to attain personal goals. For example, social capital is 
defined as ‘the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to durable 
network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and 
recognition’ (Bourdieu 1986: 248-249). Based on this definition, social capital is instrumental 
since it focuses on how participation in groups increases individuals’ access to resources. It 
also infers that social networks are not a natural given and must be constructed through 
investment strategies oriented to institutionalized group relations (Portes 1998). In addition, 
Bourdieu (1979) sees capital is fungible in the sense that the outcomes of possession of social 
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or cultural capital are reducible to economic capital. For instance, people can gain direct 
access to economic resources through social capital or increase their cultural capital through 
direct contacts with experts (Portes 1998). Social capital is the one of strategies (like 
economic capital and cultural capital) for individuals to maintain their social position. Lin 
(2005) regards social capital as “resources embedded in social relations”(quantity/quality) 
and “locations in a network or network characteristics” (tie strength). Lin, Cook, and Burt 
(2001) find that privileged classes can always use economic capital, social capital, and 
cultural capital to help their children achieve promising results in education and occupation 
while those who lack resources to invest and to maintain formal and informal social 
connection remain at the bottom of the social hierarchy. Thus, social capital is a tool or 
strategy for maintaining existing social stratification for the purpose of social reproduction. 
Lin and Dumin (1986) developed ‘Position Generator’ instrument, which is a survey 
containing a set of questions regarding occupations. The questions include whether 
respondents know someone whose job is similar to the jobs on the list, whether someone has 
helped them find a job, and also respondents’ relation with these people. The results show 
that people’s social networks are associated with their job scores and quantities, and strength 
of social networks depends on the social status of their families. Lin and Dumin (1986) find 
that social networks with regard to the access to jobs reveal a cascading character starting 
from intimate and confiding relations (bonding ties of families, relatives, or kin) and extend 
to intermediate information-sharing and resource-sharing relations (bonding ties of friends, 
neighbors, or colleagues), and finally to less intimate relations based on shared membership 
and identity (bridging ties of churchgoers or clubbers). For high-status families, parents are 
able to use both weak and strong ties to help children find the first job and through which 
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children can maintain these social networks and further reproduce their class advantages (Lin 
1981, 1982; Granovetter 1973). Studies show that education qualifications are a crucial factor 
of upward mobility for working-class children. However, for middle-class children whose 
educational attainment are modest, social resources play an important role of maintaining 
their parents’ position (Goldthorpe, Llewelyn, and Payne 1987; Goldthorpe and Jackson 
2008). Further, the possession of social capital also has a considerable influence on middle-
class children when they pursue a job. If middle-class families have higher social position 
and social contact with others, it is easier for their children to have access to timely and 
valuable information and finally getting a desirable job. This is particular common in those 
jobs requiring less sophisticated techniques (Li 2005). 
Coleman (1990:302) regards social capital as a variety of different entities consisting of 
some aspects of social structure through which social capital facilitates certain action of 
individuals in that structure. Social capital “inheres in the structures of relationships between 
actors and among actors” (Coleman 1988: p. S98). Although social capital does not belong to 
individuals but people can use it to achieve their own needs or promote mutual benefits or 
collective good. Coleman was interested in finding out how people’s action are shaped, 
redirected, and reinforced in the social context and structure, such as norms, trust, social 
networks and social organization. From Coleman’s perspective, the structural relations of 
social capital exist in trust, information, norms and effective sanctions, authority relations, 
and the degree of reciprocity and mutual obligation in groups. To account for different 
outcomes at the individual level and the social structure of collective level, Coleman has 
identified the elements of social capital. First, obligation and expectations ensure 
trustworthiness among the members of groups; mutual trust can facilitate action in groups 
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and associations. He argues that a reciprocal relationship among individuals is created 
through obligations and expectations. “If A does something for B and trusts B to reciprocate 
in the future, this establishes an expectation in A and an obligation on the part of B” 
(Coleman 1988:102). Second, information potential is a kind of social relation by which it 
provides individuals information to facilitate particular action. Third, norms and effective 
sanctions constitute a powerful form of social capital to facilitate certain positive actions (for 
women walk freely outside at night or old people to leave their homes without fear) and 
constrain hostile or illegal actions (inhabit crime or forgo self-interests to act in the interests 
of the collectivity). Coleman (1990: 316) emphasizes that the benefit of social capital does 
not belong to people who execute norms and sanctions but belong to all those who are parts 
of the particular structure. For instance, a family’s decision to move away from a community 
might lead to a severance of relations between the family and community, and consequently 
leading to weakening norms and sanctions of this community, which is the important aid for 
parents and schools in socializing children. Forth, intentional organization refers to business 
organizations and voluntary associations that create by-products of social capital such as 
financial efficacy and a public good. Fifth, appropriable social organization means 
organizations would continue to serve other purposes and constitute social capital available 
for use even though their initial purpose has been fulfilled. Sixth, authority relations refer to 
transfer the rights of control of social capital to other people. However, Portes (1998) argues 
that Coleman’s analysis of social capital needs a more clear distinction between those who 
claim for it and those who agree to that demands since the mixture of these elements would 
lead to confusion in using social capital. To emphasize the different elements of social capital, 
Portes (1998) suggests that the analysis of social capital should distinguish recipients (those 
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making demands), the sources (weak or strong ties), and resources themselves (amount, 
accessibility, and diversity).   
Similar to Bourdieu, Coleman believes social capital is productive since it makes the 
achievement of certain ends possible such as status attainment and the structure of relations 
between persons and among persons (Coleman 1990:302). However, unlike Bourdieu and 
Lin’s perspective that regards social capital as complementary resource for promoting 
middle-class children’s career development, Coleman focus on social capital at the meso-
level of community resources with an emphasis on embedded and closured social networks. 
He finds that norms and social control shared among parents, child, and schools can lead to 
children’s educational success at Catholic Church schools in the US. Coleman believes norms 
and control are social resources in well-connected communities where parents and teachers 
can provide mutual supports to each other and thereby to instill norms and reinforce 
discipline to children or students. His perspective regarding the norms of reciprocity in the 
social structure has been further discussed in other studies.  
Unlike Coleman who emphasized on the condition facilitating the emergence of social 
capital, Burt argues that the lack of ties, referring to structural holes, could promote 
individual mobility. Burt (1997) defines “social capital in terms of the information and 
control advantages of being the broker in relations between people otherwise disconnected in 
social structure.” Therefore, the structural hole is an opportunity for brokers to flow 
information between people and to control the form of projects that bring together people 
from opposite sides of the hole and consequently help generate good ideas and creativity 
(Burt 1999, 2004).  
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Bourdieu, Coleman, and Lin emphasize on the instrumental effects of social capital; 
they regard it as an investment of social relations and try to explain how people get the access 
to social relations and through which to obtain resources to achieve their goals. Their 
perspectives of social capital have been further developed by other researchers and used in 
different fields. The key concepts regarding to the studies of migration based on this 
perspective include social tie, networks, and distinct identities (Castles, Hein de Haas, and 
Miller 2014). The studies of migration based on social network perspectives try to find out 
how migrants gain access to resources needed in migration and how their social networks 
(family, relatives, friends, neighbors) help them in this process. For instance, previous studies 
show that social networks can assist migration through providing migrants information and 
resources in destinations, therefore reducing costs and risks involving migration (Donato, 
Leonardi, and Paniccia 2008; Singer and Massey 1998). Studies focusing on the Mexican-US 
migration indicate that social capital through household or community ties increases the 
probability of migration (Curran et al. 2005; Davis, Stecklov, and Winters 2002; De Jong, 
Richter, and Isarabhakdi 1996). 
(2) Social capital as a public good 
Another tradition views social capital as a public good that arises through collective 
actions and therefore it focuses on how participation in associations boosts mutual benefits 
and collective goals such as trust, participatory democracy, or social development (Son and 
Lin 2008; Bebbington and Perreault 1999; McClenaghan 2000; Paxton 2002; Putnam 1993, 
2000; Putnam et al. 1993; Schafft and Brown 2000). Many studies have been indicated that a 
connection facilitating through community organizations is an important factor for creating a 
successful community (Baldassarri and Diani 2007; Cornwell and Harrison 2004; 
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Ohlemacher 1996) because it helps access the various benefits of social capital and 
coordinate organizational agendas and actions in the pursuit of collective interests. Putnam 
(2000) defined social capital as “connections among individuals-social networks and the 
norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them. From his definition, the 
“features of social organization, such as networks, norms, and trust can facilitate coordination 
and cooperation for mutual benefit” (Putnam 2000:35-36). Among these features and 
components of social capital (networks, norms, and trust, civic engagement), Putnam believes 
that civic engagement is a determinant that facilitates norms, reciprocity, and other collective 
goods. Civic engagement is defined as individual activities of democratic, political, and civic 
nature with the intent of addressing issues of public concern (Collins, Neal, and Neal 2014; 
Chong et al. 2011; Turner and Hamilton 1994). Putnam (2000) has argued that civic 
engagement is an avenue for a public good because communities with higher level of civic 
engagement would encourage more interactions between residents, which in turn increase 
social capital. In the book, Making Democracy: Civic Traditions in Modern Italy, Putnam 
(1993) finds that comparing with the southern parts of Italy, the northern parts of Italy had 
the success of democracies. Putman concludes that people in the northern parts of Italy were 
more actively involved in communities, guilds, clubs, and choral societies and this in turn 
would result in high civic engagement and economic prosperity. Researchers have argued 
that local associations are important in building civic trust and community capacities, 
enhancing community collective efficacy (Collins, Neal, and Neal 2014), improving 
community safety (Brown, Forsyth, and Berthelot 2014; Healy, Hampshire, and Ayres 2004) 
and retaining population in a place (Tolbert, Lyson, and Irwin 1998). For instance, civic 
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groups or job-related organizations help local communities enhance norms and reciprocity to 
facilitate cooperation to achieve community goals (Putnam 1993; Flora et al. 2003).  
In Putman’s later work of social capital, Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of 
American Community, he paid more to informal social involvement than to formal civic 
engagement. Comparing to the function of formal civic engagement, in everyday life, the 
informal social involvement based on friendship and other types of organizations is also a 
vital resource of social supports. He finds that the number of membership in many traditional, 
social, and fraternal organizations have largely declined over the past decades in the US. 
Putnam argues that these organizations are found to be associated with creation and 
maintenance of social capital. Thus, decreases on the number of these organizations imply the 
decline of social capital. Putnam claims that the decline of social capital in the US is a 
massive threat of efficient democracy. Further, Putnam classifies social capital by its 
resources. One is bonding social capital and the other is bridging social capital. Bonding 
social capital is the connections among individuals and groups with similar backgrounds, 
such as kinship, neighbors, members in the same ethnic organizations, churches, or in other 
social associations (Putnam 2000; Flora et al. 2003). Bonding social capital can facilitate 
reciprocity and therefore strengthen solidity. For instance, immigrants in a tight knit group 
are more likely to help each other and to provide social or financial supports for people in 
their groups (Portes and Sensenbrenner 1993). By contrast, bridging social capital is the 
connections of diverse groups in communities and outside communities and it is good for 
information diffusion and linkage to external assets (Putnam 2000; Warren, Thompson, and 
Saegert 1999; Narayan 1999; Gittell and Videl 1998). Bonding social capital is exclusive to 
people in their groups not for all while bridging social capital is more inclusive to outsiders. 
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Many studies have indicated that positive outcomes are associated with social capital. For 
instance, social capital affects whether people in poor communities can mobilize resources to 
improve their difficult situation (Warren Thompson, and Saegert 2001). Saxton and Benson 
(2005) find that the creation of local non-profit organizations is associated with the high 
levels of social capital. Tiepoh and Reimer (2004) find that strong social capital positively 
contributes to average income in terms of individuals and families, additionally facilitating a 
stable economic environment. Although bonding social capital plays an important role in 
maintaining community cohesion, Putnam (2000) argues that strong bonding social capital 
would lead to racial discrimination such as segregation in the 1950’s. In addition, the effect 
of bonding and bridging social capital might reinforce each other. Flora et al. (2003) explain 
the formation of collective actions based on the combination of these two social capitals. 
They find that when bonding and bridging social capital are high, they bring about effective 
community actions and entrepreneurial social infrastructure. By contrast, when the both are 
low, extreme individualism could dominate. Extreme individualism could result in political 
and public apathy and further limit collective actions; consequently community tends to be 
socially disorganized. Vertical relationships within and outside communities are formed 
when bridging social capital is high but bonding social capital is low. Conflicts are more 
likely occurs when bonding social capital is high but bridging social capital is low. Many 
researchers claim that when both forms of social capitals present, they facilitate optimal and 
positive outcomes (Saegert, Thompson and Warren 2000; Stone and Hughes 2002). However, 
Agnitsch, Flora, and Ryan (2006) claim that the positive effect of two kinds of social capital 
on community action is not accumulative. That is, the joint effect on community action might 
decrease when the both social capitals are too strong. On the other hand, when either form of 
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social capital is low, the other becomes more important in facilitating community actions. 
Therefore, having at least one strong social capital, either bonding or bridging social capital, 
is better than nothing.  
(3) Subjective parts of social capital 
In Bowling Alone, Putnam argues that America’s social capital has been declining.  
This argument has been challenged. Paxton (1999), for example, argues that the disagreement 
over the change of America’ social capital reflects the problem regarding the concept of 
social capital and its measurement. That is, the concept of social capital is widely used but 
researchers discuss it in different ways (Sanders and Nee 1996; Hagan, MacMillan, and 
Wheaton 1996; Schiff 1992). For instance, voting might result from social capital rather than 
a part of social capital. Paxton (1999) suggests dividing social capital into two components: 
objective associations between individuals and a subjective type of tie including reciprocal 
norms and trust. For the subjective parts of social capital, trust can be the attitude to specific 
individuals, to abstract people, or to systems or institutions (Giddens 1990). Based on this 
classification, Paxton (1999) found that although trust in individuals consistently decline over 
time, trust in institutions does not decrease. Uphoff (2000) proposes to distinguish social 
capital into structural and cognitive categories. He argues that although the definition of 
social capital proposed by Coleman and Putnam reveals the structural part (networks) and 
subjective part (trust, norm, reciprocity) of social capital, their analysis is more descriptive 
than analytical. The structural dimension of social capital exists in the varieties of social 
organizations such as roles, rules, precedents, procedures, and different forms of networks; 
the cognitive dimension of social capital exists in the forms of norms, values, attitudes, and 
beliefs first formed through reciprocal processes and later reinforced by culture and ideology 
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(Uphoff 2000). Moody and White (2003) find trust in individuals can be enhanced through 
multiple memberships of members who across the networks of associations since network 
ties formed through multiple memberships between associations facilitate to transfer trust 
from one association to another. Further, Paxton (2007) finds that not all types of 
organizations are equally beneficial in promoting trust. At the country level, trust becomes 
higher when the number of connected associations increases; by contrast, trust decreases 
when isolated associations are excessive. Exploring whether cultural difference affects 
people’s trust in unknown person, Yuki et al. (2005) find that Americans would be more 
likely to trust others when they share category memberships but Japanese trust others 
depending more on direct or indirect interpersonal relationship. Fukuyama (1995) integrates 
social capital and trust to discuss their associations with economic performance and he finds 
that entrepreneurs in countries with a high level of trust not based on kinship are more likely 
to institutionalize large-scale corporations. His argument explains why large economic 
enterprises are more likely to emerge in the countries with higher level of trust not based on 
family ties (such as Japan and the United States). On the other hand, Hong Kong, Taiwan, 
and China where social relations are characterized by a close kinship; as a result this 
relationship might inhibit the emergence of large enterprises. Fukuyama (2004) argues that 
social groups (such as tribes, clans, village associations, or religious sects) characterized by 
the traditional culture of shared norms have a narrow radius of trust and therefore the 
operation of cooperative norm is confined to in-group people. In the Chinese parts of East 
Asia and many Latin American societies, a narrow radius of trust produces two-tire moral 
system with appropriate behaviors reserved for within in-group people and a lower standard 
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of moral behavior in public sphere. He argues that the latter factor might be a cultural 
foundation for corruption in these countries.  
On the other hand, researchers have argued that ethnic heterogeneity is associated with 
social capital in term of trust (Alesina and La Ferrara 2000; Delhey and Newton 2005; 
Anderson and Paskeviciute 2006). Comparing social trust in 60 countries, Delhey and 
Newton (2005) claim that ethnic homogeneity seems to have a direct effect on trust and its 
consequence has an indirect effect on good governance, welfare, and income. Likewise, 
Putman (2007) argues that ethnic diversity would breakdown social capital like trust in local 
governments, active participation in local community projects, donating to charities, and 
volunteering.  
Different perspectives regarding the effect of ethnic diversity on trust are proposed. 
First, based on the conflict theory, people prefer to interact with others having similar 
backgrounds such as income, race, and ethnicity (Knack and Keefer 1997; Alesina and La 
Ferrara 2000; McPherson, Miller, and Cook 2001) since they have similar experience and 
share common norms and values (Uslaner 2002; Rothstein and Uslaner 2004). Homogeneity 
facilitates communication and bridges cultural distance, which in turn increases predictability 
in behavior and reduces a barrier to trust each other (Alesina and Ferrara 2005; Forbes 1997; 
Messick and Kramer 2001). Therefore, physical proximity with people of another ethnic 
background might breed out-group distrust (Brewer and Brown 1998). For instance, racial 
hostility and prejudice is higher in communities where whites live in closer proximity to 
blacks and other minorities (Fossett and Kiecolt 1989). Also, even in Iowa small towns with 
high percentage in white population, high white ethnic diversity (having Italians, Poles, and 
French) is also found to be associated with low community attachment, participation of 
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community activities, and social trust (Rice and Steele 2001). Second, according to the 
contact hypothesis, interethnic contact would reduce conflict and prejudice (Allport 1954; 
Pettigrew 1998; Pettigrew and Tropp 2006). The increase of ethnic diversity makes the 
likelihood of interethnic interact increase and this would prevent negative racial stereotypes 
and misinformation regarding other ethnic groups (Gordon 1964; Varshney 2003, Pettigrew 
and Tropp 2006), mitigating the effect of ethnic diversity on social trust (Kurzban 2001). 
Research indicates the effect of interaction on interpersonal trust is positive in racially mixed 
communities (Marschall and Stolle 2004) since studies show that blacks living in ethnically 
mixed communities have lower solidarity with other blacks than those who live in 
communities where have more blacks (Bledsoe et al. 1995; Stein, Post, and Rinden 2000). 
Third, some scholars argue that a high presence of immigrants would increase competition 
for resources and therefore makes dominant groups feel threatened, diminishing trust 
between them (Blumer 1958; Bobo and Hutching 1996; Forbes 1997; Paxton and Mughan 
2006; Quillian 1995). Hooghe (2007) suggests that a rapid increase of ethnic minority groups 
within a short time rather than the level of diversity affects social trust. Using the indicators 
of overall ethnic heterogeneity (such as the percentage of immigrants within population, and 
the percentage of Afro-American citizens in communities) to measure ethnic heterogeneity, 
Putman (2007) find that recent increases in population diversity largely reduce trust and other 
social capital indicators. He further argues that ethnic diversity not only has a negative effect 
on trust for out-group members but the feelings can easily be turned into general distrust for 
in-group members.
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(4) The dark side of social capital 
Although most studies point out the positive sides of social capital, social capital as a 
form of social control could lead to unfavorable outcomes. Portes (1998) identifies some 
negative consequences of social capital. First, strong social ties might block outsiders from 
access. For instance, white ethnics such as descendants of Italian, Irish, and Polish 
immigrants have controlled over construction trades and the fire and police unions of New 
York. Also. Korean immigrants in many East Coast cities control many produce business; 
Cuban merchants dominate numerous sectors of the Miami economy (Waldinger 1995). 
Narayan (1999) integrates the notion of power into the relationship of bonding and bridging 
social capital and he finds that primary groups and networks try to preserve pre-existing 
social stratification through excluding benefits from outsiders, minorities, or poor people. 
The asymmetrical relationship due to power differences between groups would penetrate into 
bonding and bridging social capital, causing social and racial inequalities. The solution for 
minorities or disadvantaged people to break down the inequalities of power and to get access 
to useful resources is to develop weak or crosscutting ties. Second, when social capital is too 
strong, the demands for conformity might restrict personal freedom. For instance, in a small 
town or village where all neighbors know each other, strict network oversight over behavioral 
and moral rightness might reduce individuals’ privacy and autonomy. Third, group sodality 
based on social capital might be further consolidated through its control of opposition to 
mainstream society. This means that dominant groups will try to limit opportunities for 
upward mobility through running against innovation of new ideas and prevent establishing 
relationship with outside networks to keep downtrodden people remaining in their networks 
or places.  
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2. Human capital 
The importance of human capital can be understood through its influence on 
individuals or through its impact to communities. The focus of its influence on the individual 
originates from economic studies. Schultz (1959) has claimed that the measurement of 
national wealth should not merely rely on the inclusive concept of capital (non-human 
components) but should also include human capital components such as training, education, 
additional capabilities based on health, and new knowledge. Becker (1964, 1993) elaborated 
on the concept of human capital to include five categories: health, on-the-job training, 
schooling, knowledge, and migration. Becker (2002) argues that an investment in schooling 
contributes to a positive economic return on future wage rates. By the 1980s, the average 
salary for people with a college degree grew at the highest level in history, while the average 
wage for people without a high school diploma decrease by 25 percent since the early 1970s. 
The rate of change in average wage coincided the period when large number of high-tech 
industries rapidly grew and meanwhile routine manufacturing gradually diminished in the 
United States.  
Human capital perspectives have been widely used to explain factors for migration. The 
human capital model of migration suggests that there is a positive relationship between 
earnings and migration. Based on this perspective, people who have higher human capital are 
more likely to migrate to higher paying labor markets since they are more qualified to pursue 
employment with higher rewards. In fact, the human capital model of migration originates 
from the disequilibrium approach that regards migration as a function of spatial array in 
supply and demand for labor. The resulting wage differentials encourage workers to move 
from low-wage and labor-surplus regions to high-wage and labor-scarce regions (Czaika and 
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de Haas 2014). Migrants will take their costs and benefits into account and expect to receive 
higher returns after relocation (Sjaastad 1962; Becker 1964, 1993). Sjaastad (1962) further 
divided the costs of migration into money costs (expenditure for food, lodging, and 
transportation), non-money costs (earnings foregone while traveling and searching for and 
learning a new job), and psychic costs (leaving familiar surroundings). Sjaastad (1962) has 
found that migration occurs when returns are positive. That is, the total returns for moving to 
a potential destination are larger than the costs associated with staying in the origin and with 
moving to the destination. In addition to the cost-benefit analysis, the human capital model of 
migration is meant to illustrate that migration is a self-selection process depending on human 
capital. That is, migrants are not randomly selected from population but they tend to be 
higher educated, more talented, and more skilled (Farley and Allen 1987; Bean and Tienda 
1988; Barringer, Gardner, and Levin 1993; Saenz 1991; Saenz and Davila 1992; Frey and 
Myers 2005; Logan, Stults, and Farley 2004). Using longitudinal data, Borjas, Bronars, and 
Trejo (1992) have found that spatial mismatch between skilled/ unskilled workers and labor 
market prices results in internal migration. That is, the higher paying market is more likely to 
attract skilled workers. The studies of Mexican immigrants in the US have shown that these 
people have higher education attainments and skills than nonimmigrants (Chiquiar and 
Hanson 2005; Ibarraran and Lubotsky 2007; McKenzie and Raopoport 2007).  
On the other hand, scholars who focus on human capital’s impact on communities 
regard human capital as one of community resources. Floral et al. (2003) note that attributes 
of human capital have changed over time. During the settlement period, many immigrants in 
the rural areas of United States did dangerous or dirty works or works required physical 
strength. Although these immigrants only have little formal education, they are willing to 
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engage in hard physical labor. Therefore, they are still the important resources of human 
capital. Nowadays, due to the development of industries, human capital attributes of labor 
force mainly refer to training, skills, and schooling. Depending on the attributes of industries, 
they might require workers having the different levels of skills and the schooling. For 
instance, computer and information-processing companies would look for highly educated 
workers; natural-resource-based industries might still need workers who have relevant 
experience or have received training. With regard to the importance of human capital to 
communities, Flora et al. (2003) emphasize that interpersonal skills, values and leadership 
capacity are the important parts of human capital in communities. People’s values of their 
communities will affect community affairs; interpersonal skills and leadership capacity is a 
key since these factors determine whether communities can mobilize resources to work out 
community affairs and obtain community goals. If people’s values, leadership styles, and 
interpersonal relations are not applicable to occasions or community affairs, these human 
capitals cannot contribute to positive outcomes or other collective enterprises. Flora et al. 
(2003) argue that however, today many parts of rural Midwest and South still largely rely on 
the output of manufacturing. This industrial attributes and associated low-wage structure 
could be disadvantages since they would push skilled workers and educated people away 
from communities. Nevertheless, these people have higher human capital than others. The 
exodus of young adults further affects the age structure of the community. The average age of 
rural farming communities is increasing over the past years, leaving few workers at the entry 
level. Consequently, existing manufacturing plants might consider relocating somewhere to 
search the labor force. The effect of human capital and economic activities on communities 
reinforces each other. To retain rural educated youth, Flora et al. (2003) suggest that 
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communities should work collectively to improve school effectiveness since losing local 
schools would hurt local economies. Also, communities should work on generating jobs that 
children would like to take. 
3.  Financial capital 
Flora et al. (2003) point out that financial capital represents resources that are translated 
into monetary instruments such as capital goods, lands, and financial instrument. For instance, 
capital goods include physical objects (such as cars, machines, or buildings) that can be used 
to produce new resources; financial instruments are less intangible and they include those 
debt capital, investment capital, savings, tax, interest, and bonds; lands can be used for other 
purposes. Based on its use and resources, financial capital can be further divided into private 
capital and public capital. When individuals invest their own resources (land, buildings, 
equipment, or inventory) to run a small business, the resource is regarded as private capital. 
By contrast, public capital refers to resources invested by communities to create other 
capitals for a public good and capital goods. For instance, tax dollar might be used to build 
road, to install sewer line, to maintain public parks, and to finance schools (Flora et al. 2003). 
Because financial capital can be used to create or invest to obtain other kinds of capitals such 
as built capital, human capital, and political capital, it is more mobile than the other kinds of 
community capitals (Flora et al. 2003).  
4. Built capital and natural capital 
 Natural capital includes assets that abide in a location such as amenities and natural 
beauty. Built capital is the permanent physical installations and facilities used to support 
productive activities in communities. It includes roads, street, bridges, airports, railroads, 
telephone and fiber-optic networks, natural gas utility systems, water supply system, and 
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hospitals, and schools. These elements of built capital can support a series of networks since 
they are enable people to travel, communicate with one another, and gain access to services 
and markets. Flora et al. (2003) point out that rural communities usually cannot receive 
sufficient government financial aid to build new infrastructure or solve existing infrastructure 
problems. Also, the cost to install and maintain built capital is higher per citizen in rural 
communities due to lower population densities. Since resources used to invest in expanding 
built capital are limited, the decision about what infrastructure to develop becomes important. 
5. Political and cultural capital 
Political capital in communities is the ability of a group that uses its own power to 
influence the distribution of public and private resources to obtain its purpose. Also, political 
capital is mobile in the sense that it can be transferred to other kinds of capitals such as built, 
social, cultural, and financial capital. Political capital in communities represents the power 
structure exercising by physical force, economic force, institutionalized force, and influence 
(Flora et al. 2003). Finally, cultural capital is how people understand their world. The way of 
thinking about the world, values, norms, beliefs, behavior, and take-for-granted knowledge 
are inherited from one generation to another through the collaboration of races, ethnicities, 
and even the social class. 
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Conceptual model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2   Conceptual model for predicting migration 
The conceptual model for understanding factors leading to migration in the small towns 
of Iowa is based on the community capital framework (Flora et al. 2003). First, human capital 
is the skills and abilities that people use to obtain higher rewards in the labor market. 
Previous researches have shown that highly skilled or educated people are more mobile and 
more likely to cross regional boundaries than less educated people (Jaeger et al. 2010; Beine, 
Docquier, and Rapoport 2001; Docquier and Rapoport 2012). Therefore, higher human 
capital in communities might increase out-migration. On the other hand, in the community 
level, the researchers note that interpersonal skills, values and leadership capacity are the 
important aspects of human capital since they help to mobilize a varieties of resources to 
work out community affairs and obtain community goals (Flora et al. 2003). One might 
expect that higher human capital in communities might be the foundation to create or bring 
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other resources to communities. Therefore, higher human capital might also increase the 
number of other people to move in. Financial capital has a substantial influence on migration 
through the labor market. Since a return on migration, particular a financial return is the 
driving force of migration. Many scholars argue that employment opportunities and higher 
wages are the major determinants of internal migration (Castles, de Haas, and Miller 2014; 
Lee 1966; Ravenstein 1885; Ranis and Fei 1961). Therefore, higher financial capital might 
reduce out-migration and increase in-migration. Traditionally, financial capital (economic 
factors) and human capital are regarded as the determinants of migration. Therefore, financial 
capital and human capital are expected to have a direct effect on migration.  
Second, to better explain how social capital affects migration, ethnic diversity is 
included in the model to measure its effects on social capital. Putman (2007) argues that 
ethnic diversity would breakdown social capital like trust in local governments, active 
participation in local community projects, donating to charity, and volunteering. Previous 
studies indicate that ethnic heterogeneity is associated with trust (Alesina and La Ferrara 
2000; Delhey and Newton 2005; Anderson and Paskeviciute 2006) and other social capital 
indicators. Therefore, higher ethnic diversity might reduce social capital. 
Third, sociologists have regarded the social capital as an important factor leading to a 
positive outcome in the individual level and community level. In this study, social capital 
follows Putman’s (2000) definition that it is a public good arising from collective actions, 
which can be observed through “connections among individuals-social networks and the 
norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them.” Particularly, I focus on his 
discussion that people’s informal social involvement in everyday life could boost mutual 
benefits and collective goals and thus I use his classification of social capital. That is, 
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bonding social capital is defined as a connection among individuals and groups with similar 
backgrounds, such as kinship, neighbors, members in the same ethnic organizations, churches, 
or in other social association (Putnam 2000; Flora et al. 2003) while bridging social capital is 
the connections of diverse groups in communities and outside communities and it is good for 
information diffusion and linkage to external assets (Putnam 2000; Warren Thompson, and 
Saegert 1999; Narayan 1999; Gittell and Videl 1998). Further, the study includes trust to 
refer to a subjective part of social capital that has been proposed by many scholars. Although 
there is a disagreement over the extent to which trust is an element of social capital or is an 
outcome of other social capitals, trust is an indispensable element of social capital reflecting 
the combined effects of objective parts of social connections and subject parts of values, 
attitudes, beliefs, culture, and norms.  
Forth, community attachment is integrated into the model between social capital and 
migration. It is hypothesized that higher social capital might enhance community attachment, 
which in turn affects migration. Community attachment has been conceptualized as resident 
emotional and sentimental attachment to a particular community (Beggs, Hurlbert, and 
Haines 1996; Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Theodori and Luloff 2000). The 
formation of emotional and sentimental bonds between local residents and a place brings 
together material formations for this geographic site and also for particular meanings that 
people invest in it (Altman and Low 1992; Gupta and Ferguson 1997). The discussion of 
effective predictors of community attachment originates from Kasarda and Janowitz’s (1974) 
study, in which they tested the two competing models, the linear-development model and the 
systemic model. The intellectual roots of linear-development model lie in Toennies’ (1887) 
study in which he argues that urbanization and industrialization has changed the essence of 
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society from communal attachments to an associational basis. Researcher points out that the 
increases of population size and population density are the main and essential characters of 
urban society (Wirth 1938). Based on this perspective, the linear-development model uses 
population size, density, and infrastructure development reflecting the process of 
modernization to explain decreases or increases of community attachment (Buttel, Martinson, 
and Wilkening 1979). On the other hand, some scholars propose to use the systemic model. 
These scholars view local community as a complex system consisting of friendship, kinship 
networks, formal and informal ties rooted in family and on-going socialization processes 
(Thomas 1967; Park and Burgess 1921; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974). They argue that 
attachment is more likely affected by the complexities of social ties, positions, and diverse 
forms of community organization (Hummon 1992; Thomas 1967; Park and Burgess 1921; 
Kasarda and Janowitz 1974). They believe that if people stay longer in their community, 
people are capable to develop and foster social ties in their communities (Goudy 1990; 
Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Theofori and Luloff 2000), and therefore they feel more attached 
to this place (Elder, King, and Conger 1996). Studies based on the systemic model tend to use 
length of residence to examine community attachment. Early studies show that community 
attachment is a long-term result accumulated from people’s biographic experience associated 
with a community. Thus, when people live longer in their community, they feel more 
attached to this place (Elder, King, and Conger 1996). This assumption that long-term 
residence affects community attachment has been confirmed and supported; thus, the system 
model has been widely adopted by many researchers (Beggs et al. 1996; Goundy 1990; 
Kasarda and Janowitz 1974). Later studies based on this perspective also use other similar 
predictors such as age, organizational involvement (Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 
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1974), social ties (Beggs et al. 1996; Freudenberg 1986; Goudy 1982; Smith and Krannich 
2000), and economic behavior and attitudes (Brown 1993). More recently, Wilkinson’s (1991) 
community field perspective has been suggested as alternatives or a complement to the 
previous approaches to examining community attachment (Sundblad and Sapp 2011). When 
discussing the elements of community, Wilkinson (1991) argues that in addition to a territory 
(a locality) and a comprehensive network of associations for meeting residents’ common 
needs or interests (a locality society), which have been conventionally regarded as the 
essential elements of community, a process of locality oriented from collective actions is 
another important element of community (Kaufman 1959 Wilkinson 1970). The community 
field approach suggests that community attachment exists and emerges through on-going 
contacts among people who participate in fields (Wilkinson 1991), wherein interaction 
process is dynamic in the sense that “actors, associations and actions moving into and out of 
contact with generalization process” (Matarrita-Cascante and Luloff 2008:45). In other words, 
social interactions that serve the foundation for collective actions facilitating community 
development and further enhancing community well-being (Wilkison 1991; Flora et al. 2003; 
Sundblad and Sapp 2011). Based on this perspective, Sundblad and Sapp (2011) suggest to 
use neighboring and friendship networks associated with social interaction to examine 
community attachment since the degree of neighboring and proximity to people they know 
reveals their emotional bonds to these communities. Among factors associated with 
community attachment, they find that perceived neighboring and friendship are the strongest 
predictors. The result supports the community filed perspective that social interactions and 
social processes of dialogue affect community attachment. The results imply that these 
factors are also the foundation for the emergence of community attachment and community 
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well-being (Sundblad and Sapp 2011; Matarrita-Cascante and Luloff 2008; Wilkinson 1991). 
Here, using social capital to predict community attachment supplements the previous 
approaches for understanding community attachment. Social capital focuses on the formation 
of collective actions for a public good through diverse interaction networks. Therefore, using 
social capital with its emphasis on collective actions from different resources to facilitate a 
public good will inform the discussion of community attachment. In this study, higher social 
capital is hypothesized to increase community attachment. Finally, previous study finds that 
community attachment also depends on whether a place has better quality housing stock, 
easily accessible architectures, and public facilities such as parks and libraries or near 
prominent landmarks (Gieryn 2000). Therefore, built capital is hypothesized to increase 
social capital and community attachment.  
Fifth, community attachment is hypothesized to be associated with migration. Previous 
studies have shown that community attachment is an important indicator of community 
success and therefore this concept has been widely used to examine community engagement 
or to explain community problems such as the exodus of workers (Tolbert and Lyson 1992) 
and a declining economic infrastructure (Flora and Flora1993; Walzer et al. 1987; Wilkinson 
1986). Other studies also find that people’s bonds to their community are positively 
associated with many desirable quality of life outcomes such as lower crime rates and 
violence (Brown, Perkins, and Brown 2003), better mental and physical health (Prezza et al. 
2001; Eyles and Williams 2008), and greater civic engagement (Beggs et al. 1996; Theodori 
2004; Theodori and Luloff 2000). In addition, studies indicate that community attachment not 
only facilitates a sense of security and well-being but also defines group boundaries, and 
therefore community attachment helps form a kind of identity associated with a particular 
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location among local residents (Logan and Moloth 1987; Chawla 1992; Marcus 1992; 
Rubinstein and Parmelee 1992). Many studies finds that community attachment is more 
associated with migration intentions (Pretty et al. 2006; Seyfrit and Hamilton 1992; Von 
Reichert 2006) than the factors such as employment opportunities, access to local amenities 
in terms of health care, natural resources, and proximity to metropolitan areas (Hektner 1995; 
Howley 2006; Petrin et al. 2011). That is, if social ties and community attachments is higher, 
people are less likely to move out of communities. For instance, young adults with strong 
attachments to community are more willing to stay or return to their hometowns after getting 
an education (Burnell 2003; Elder and Conger 1996; Haller and Vickler 1993). Erikson, Call, 
and Brown (2012) argue that community attachment represents individuals’ sense of 
rootedness or fit in a community since the community has been incorporated into their life 
experiences and social networks for most of their life or in a particular life stage. Moving out 
of a community with which people are familiar results in losing a sense of identity tied to 
personal experience associated with this community. Therefore, for those who have been 
lived in their community for most of their lives, moving to other places can be a difficult 
decision. Studies show that community attachment increases with age and length of residence 
(Beckley 2003; Trentelman 2009; Cook et al. 2007) and this is the factor that migration rates 
tend to be lower among elderly than youth. For instance, researchers find that social and 
emotional attachment to communities has more obvious effects on elderly people than on 
young adults (Ulrich-Schad, Henly, and Safford 2013; Erickson, Call, and Brown 2012). On 
the other hand, studies find that community attachment is also associated with youth’s 
migration intention. Petrin et al. (2011) note that youth having high competence in academic 
performance tend to view their hometowns in a more positive way and show stronger ties to 
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their hometowns while at-risk youth do not show strong attachment to communities and 
intend to move away. This finding explains why promising youth with strong community 
attachment are often pulled away from their communities for education and occupational 
achievement but at-risk youth or those who with low levels of competency are more likely to 
express less satisfaction with their communities. Thus, lack of community attachment further 
drives them to move out their hometowns. Studying youth’s migration intention in rural 
Queensland of Australian, Pretty et al. (2006) obtains similar results showing that sense of 
belonging, sense of community, community support, and quality of life are associated with 
their intention to stay in their communities. Therefore, in this study, it is hypothesized that 
higher community attachment might reduce out-migration. On the other hand, many studies 
of returned migration show that community attachment is one of the factors making people 
return to their home communities and this has been used to explain why some young adults 
choose to move back to their rural towns (Collins 2010; Collins and Reid 2012). Therefore, it 
is hypothesized that higher community attachment might increase in-migration. 
Sixth, this model excludes political capital, cultural capital, and natural capital since 
predictors used to measure these concepts are either based on a county, state, or individual 
level. Political participation is one aspect of political capital and variables such as voting 
rates in the presidential election, working for a party or candidate, attending meetings or 
rallies for any parties or candidates (La Due Lake and Huckfeldt 1998) have been used to 
measure the level of political participation but most of these measures are not based on the 
place level but the county level. The variables used to measure natural capital include land 
use, the availability of clean water, number of arts, recreation establishments, or number of 
state park are base on the state level. Cultural capital stresses on norms, beliefs, behavior, and 
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take-for-granted knowledge inherited from one generation to another through the 
collaboration of races and ethnicities. Studies focusing on the effect of cultural capital on 
migration pay more attention to how middle-class parents accumulate institutionalized and 
embodied forms of cultural capital through an investment of children’s education by moving 
to better educational environment (Waters 2006; Hagan, MacMillan, and Wheaton 1996). 
Most variables used to measure cultural capital are based on individual characteristics such as 
parents’ social class or social status. This study does not focus on the effect of parents’ social 
status on their children’s migration but recognizes such effect on migration. 
Research question 
The overarching objective is to examine the factors leading to in-migration and out-
migration in the small towns of Iowa through the modified community capital framework and 
community attachment. Particularly, it focuses on to what degree community attachment and 
four community capitals (financial capital, human capital, social capital, and built capital) 
affect migration for all ages and for different ages. First, ethnic diversity is negatively 
associated with social capital. Second, social capital and built capital are positively associated 
with community attachment. Third, human capital is positively associated with out-migration 
and in-migration. Forth, financial capital are negatively associated with out-migration and 
positively associated with in-migration. This suggests that higher financial capital might 
reduce out-migration and increase in-migration. Fifth, higher community attachment reduces 
out-migration and increase in-migration. Figure 3 and Figure 4 show the hypothesis between 
predictors for out-migration and in-migration. 
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Figure 3   Hypothesis for out-migration model  
Figure 4   Hypothesis for in-migration model 
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CHAPTER 3  
METHODS AND OPERATIONALIZATION 
Data resources 
Data used to measure built capital, social capital, and community attachment are based 
on the survey called 99 small Iowa communities conducted in 2014. This survey is a 
decennial survey that has been conducted in 1994, 2004, and 2014. It aims to understand the 
condition of Iowa small towns through residents’ assessment of local services and amenities, 
social conditions, and perceptions of local quality of life. Conceptually, a community refers 
to a small town consisting of residents, a set of organizations, and institutions that facilitate 
mutual interaction to meet their needs (Wilkinson 1991; Flora et al. 2003). This survey 
selects communities that population is between 500 and 10,000 and not contiguous with a 
metropolitan area (50,000 people or	larger). Since towns with population less than 500 may 
not have basic services or facilities offered by local government and towns with population 
more than 10,000 may not appear the characteristics of small towns, towns with population 
between 500 and 10,000 is ideal for the discussion of small towns. Among the each selected 
communities, a list of telephone numbers representing individual households is designated as 
random numbers and households are selected by a systematic random sampling method. In 
2014 survey, the project was contracted with Survey Sampling International to select a 
random sample of 150 households (and 15 replacement households) from the lists of mailing 
addresses associated with towns’ zipcodes purchased from the US Postal Service. A letter 
and questionnaire were sent to each selected household; adult head or one of the co-heads of 
the household is asked to complete the survey. If the designated gender was not available (50 
 46 
% requested the male co-head and 50 % the female), the recipient was asked to complete the 
survey him or herself.  The survey of 99 small Iowa communities in 2014 includes 6,464 
individual responses (41.5 percent of response rates) and community level measures are 
calculated by aggregating individual responses, and therefore produce 99 samples 
representing 99 communities.  
Data used to measure migration rates, financial capital, human capital, and ethnic 
diversity are based on the 2014 American Community Survey 5-year estimates that include 
data for all communities. A geographic type for measuring migrate rates in American 
Community Survey is a place, which corresponds to the 99 small Iowa communities.  
Operationalization of variables 
1. Migration 
The definition of migrant corresponds to how researchers use geographic boundaries to 
define places of origin and destination. Based on previous studies, when considering the 
definition of migrant or migration, it usually involves three components including time 
intervals, crossing geographic (administrative) areas, and the unit of analysis. Because the 
measure of migration relies on existing data from academic institutes, census bureau, and 
government agencies, the time interval for measuring migration is not arbitrarily but based on 
migration histories, usually one year ago (or three or five years ago). For instance, studies 
using data from the survey of Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) define migrants as those 
who answered they lived at different addresses one year ago (Krieg 1991; Pellegrini and 
Fotheringham 1999; Boyle, Cooke, and Smith 2003; Whisler et al. 2008; Cooke 2013). 
Likewise, findings based on the Current Population Survey (CPS) refer to migrants as those 
who move to a different address in the past year (Pandit 1997; Geist and McManus 2012). In 
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addition to the time interval, the measure of migration also depends on the scale of 
geographic (administrative) areas such as country, state, or region. The definition of 
migration regarding area boundaries depends on researchers interests. For instance, when 
focusing on migration for particular areas, Rabe (2011) defines migration as a change in a 
family’s address across district boundaries. Other studies of migration may refer migration to 
a middle-distance move crossing counties or a long-distance move crossing states, 
metropolitan areas, or regions. For instance, Ambinakudige Parisi, and Grice (2012) use the 
definition of the Core Based Statistical Area (CBSA) to define places (counties) as 
metropolitan, micropolitan, or noncore areas. Likewise, using a longitudinal survey called the 
Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID), Swain and Garasky (2007) define migrants as 
households that move to other labor markets. In their study, labor markets are assumed to be 
equivalent to metropolitan areas defined by CBSA (Shauman and Noonan 2007). Last, the 
unit of analysis representing migrants may be individuals or households. Studies using the 
data of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) define migration by comparing the social security 
number of the primary taxpayer in each household. If addresses on the two forms are 
inconsistent, then a household is regarded as a migrant (Gabriel, Shack-Marquez, and 
Wascher 1993; Davies Greenwood, and Li. 2001; Vias 2010; Ambinakudige et al. 2012). 
However, some people argue that using a household as a study unit in the IRS revels a 
limitation because neither spouses nor dependents are counted as migrants or nonmigrants. 
Also, taxpayers who leave and move back during the same tax year may not be counted as 
migrants (Davies et al. 2001). Following the definition of migration based on the American 
Community Survey, migration is defined as the change of addresses in the past year. 
Conceptually, migration refers to the change of addresses crossing county boundaries 
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(occurring in the same state or crossing states) one year ago. In other words, migration refers 
to the change of population due to moving in or moving out of the small towns to other 
counties. Operationally, in-migration in a given small town of Iowa is counted by the number 
of residents indicating they currently live in one of Iowa small town but moved from other 
counties (of Iowa or other states) one year ago. In this study, in-migration rates refer to crude 
in-migration rates (𝐶𝐼𝑀𝑅!→!!!), meaning the crude in-migration rate during the period t to t 
+ n (Eq 1). Likewise, out-migration in a given small town of Iowa is computed by the 
number of residents who indicates that they moved to different counties (of Iowa or other 
states) one year ago. Out-migration rates refer to crude out-migration rates (𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑅!→!!!), 
meaning the crude out-migration rate during the period t to t + n (Eq 2). The net migration is 
the difference between in-migration and out-migration (Eq 3) (Yusuf et al. 2014). The scale 
of migration rates refers to per 100 people.  
𝐶𝐼𝑀𝑅!→!!! = !"!→!!!! ̅!→!!!  *100 …… crude in-migrat ion rates                  (1) 
𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑅!→!!! = !"!→!!!! ̅!→!!!  *100 …… crude out-migration rates                (2) 
𝐶𝑂𝑀𝑅!→!!! = !"!→!!!!!"!→!!!! ̅!→!!!  *100 …… net-migration rates                (3) 
where 
𝐼𝑀!→!!! is the number of in-migrants during the same period 𝑂𝑀!→!!! is the number of out-migrants during the same period  𝑃 ̅!→!!! is the average population during the period
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2. Community capitals, community attachment, and ethnic diversity  
 This study uses principal components analysis (PCA) to establish construct validity for 
the each latent variable such as financial capital, social capital, built capital, and community 
attachment. By maximizing the variance of a linear combination of variables to explain total 
variance among variables, PCA aims to reduce large number of variables to a smaller set of 
factors for modeling purpose. Eigenvalue is a criterion to determine the minimum number of 
principal components, representing the amount of variance explained by principal 
components. According to the Kaiser-Guttman rule, eigenvalues over 1.0 determine the 
number of principal factors. In each factor, variables with factor loadings over 0.5 
(acceptable loadings) might be selected. Finally, to ensure the reliability of the first-order and 
second-order latent variables, Cronbach's alpha coefficient (Cronbach 1951) is used. Scholars 
suggest that acceptable coefficient is equal to or larger than 0.70 (Carmines and Zeller 1979; 
Nunnally 1978). The results show that most latent variables whose Cronbach's alpha are 
above the acceptable value (Table 2). Financial capital (0.686) does not meet but close to the 
acceptable values.   
(1) Social capital 
Social capital consists of bonding social capital, bridging social capital, and trust. 
Bonding social capital is the connections among individuals and groups with similar 
backgrounds, such as kinship, neighbors, members in the same ethnic organizations, churches, 
or in other social associations (Putnam 2000; Flora et al. 2003). Among nine variables 
measuring bonding social capital, PCA only shows the first principal factor with eigenvalue 
over 1.0 and five variables with high factor loadings over 0.7 are selected. These variables 
include (1) friendly/unfriendly (rating from 1 friendly to 7 unfriendly), (2) 
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supportive/indifferent (rating from 1 supportive to 7 indifferent), (3) being a resident in this 
community is like being with a group of close friends (from strongly agree 1 to strongly 
disagree 7), (4) I can always count on my neighbors when I need help (from strongly agree 1 
to strongly disagree 5) and (5) my neighbors feel close to one another (from strongly agree 1 
to strongly disagree 5). Bridging social capital is the connections of diverse groups in 
communities and outside communities and it is good for information diffusion and linkage to 
external assets (Putnam 2000; Warren et al. 1999; Narayan 1999; Gittell and Videl 1998). 
Among variables measuring bridging social capital, PCA only shows the first principal factor 
with eigenvalue over 1.0 and five variables with factor loadings over 0.7 are selected. These 
variables include (1) tolerance/prejudiced (rating from 1 tolerance to 7 prejudiced), (2) open 
to new ideas (rating from 1 open to new ideas to 7 rejecting of new ideas), (3) clues and 
organizations in community are interested in what is best for all residents (from 1 strongly 
agree to 5 strongly disagree), (4) residents in community are receptive to new residents taking 
leadership position (from 1 strongly agree to 5 strongly disagree), (5) residents in community 
are receptive to new residents joining clubs and organizations (from 1 strongly agree to 5 
strongly disagree). Likewise, among variables measuring trust, PCA only shows the first 
principal factor with eigenvalue over 1.0 and three variables with factor loadings over 0.8 are 
selected. The variables measuring trust include (1) trusting (from 1 trust to 5 not trust), (2) I 
trust local, elected officials in community (from 1 strongly agree to 5 strongly disagree), and 
(3) my neighbors trust one another (from 1 strongly agree to 5 strongly disagree).
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(2) Built capital and financial capital 
Built capital consists of government services, community services, community 
recreations, and retail and shopping. Survey of 99 small Iowa communities asks respondents 
to rate life quality in terms of government services (11 questions) and community features 
(17 questions) and response for each question varies from (1) very good, (2) good, (3) fair, 
and (4) poor. Among the 11 questions regarding to government services, three factors have 
eigenvalues over 1.0 and the first factor is selected. The first factor includes the variables of 
police protection, condition of parks, fire protection, and emergency response service. 
Likewise, among 17 questions regarding community features, four factors have eigenvalues 
over 1.0 and first three factors (community service, community recreation, retail and 
shopping) are selected. Therefore, built capital includes “government services” and three 
community features in terms of “community services” (medical services, childcare service, 
senior citizen programs, and programs for youth), “community recreation” (indoor recreation, 
outdoor recreations, and cultural features), and “retail and shopping” (shopping facilities, 
variety of eating establishments, variety of downtown retail stores, and quality of downtown 
retail stores). Likewise, financial capital consists of four variables including average income, 
proportion not in poverty, per capita income, and median house values, which each has factor 
loading over 0.77.   
(3) Community attachment 
Community attachment is resident emotional and sentimental attachment to a particular 
community (Beggs et al. 1996; Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Theodori and 
Luloff 2000). Previous studies measure community attachment relying on variables such as 
people feel at home in places and people feel sorry or pleased when they have to move away 
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from places; reliability of these variables for measuring community attachment has been 
confirmed (Sundblad and Sapp 2011). In this study, community attachment is measured by 
three variables including (1) I feel at home in this community (from strongly agree 1 to 
strongly disagree 5), (2) I feel attached to this community (from strongly agree 1 to strongly 
disagree 5), and (3) I would feel sorry if I had to leave this community (from strongly agree 1 
to strongly disagree 5). 
(4) Ethnic diversity 
American Community Survey measures ethnic categories by White alone, Black or 
African American alone, American Indian and Alaska Native alone, Asian alone, Native 
Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander alone, two or more races, and some other race alone. In 
this study, ethnic diversity scores are calculated by the formula proposed by Rae (1967) and 
later modified by Echols and Ranney (1976):  
Ethnic Diversity = 1 - (EG12 + EG22 + EG32)                           (4) 
where EG = a given ethnic groups share of a towns population. Higher scores indicate that 
population regarding to ethnic groups is more diverse. 
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Table1   Operationalization of theoretical constructs
Concepts Variables Resources 
Financial capital 
average income, proportion not in poverty, median 
house values, per capita income 
American 
Community 
Survey 
Human capital median years of schooling 
American 
Community 
Survey 
Built capital 
1. Government services: police protection, condition 
of parks, fire protection, emergency response service 
2. Community services: medical services, child care 
services, senior citizen programs, programs for 
youth 
3. Community recreation: indoor recreation, outdoor 
recreations, cultural features 
4. Retail and shopping: shopping facilities, variety of 
eating establishments, variety of downtown retail 
stores, quality of downtown retail stores 
Iowa 99 
community 
study 
Social capital 
1. Bonding social capital: (1) friendly/unfriendly, (2) 
supportive/indifferent, (3) I can always count on my 
neighbors when I need help, (4) my neighbors feel 
close to one another, (5) proportion of adults known 
by name, (6) being a resident in this community is 
like being with a group of close friends 
2. Bridging social capital: (1) tolerance/prejudiced, 
(2) open to new ideas/rejecting of new ideas, (3) 
clues and organizations in community are interested 
in what is best for all residents, (4) residents in 
community are receptive to new residents taking 
leadership position, (5) residents in community are 
receptive to new residents joining clubs and 
organizations 
3. Trust: (1) trusting, (2) I trust local, elected officials 
in community, (3) my neighbors trust one another 
Iowa 99 
community 
study 
Ethnic diversity Population regarding to ethnic groups 
American 
Community 
Survey 
Community 
attachment 
I feel at home in this community, I feel attached to this 
community, I would feel sorry if I had to leave this 
community 
Iowa 99 
community 
study 
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Table2   Standardized loadings for the observed and latent variables and reliability estimates for 
the latent variables. 
 
 
Observed and 
Latent Variables First-order latent variable 
Second-
order latent 
variable 
Cronbach 
reliability 
 
Financial capital 
 
Average income  
Proportion not in poverty 
Median house values  
Per capita income 
 
0.8919 
0.7663 
0.8528 
0.8317 
0.686 
Built capital 
Government services:  
     Police protection  
Condition of parks  
Fire protection  
Emergency response service 
 
0.6273 
0.6460 
0.8799 
0.8505 
0.712 
 
 
 
 
Community services:  
Medical services  
Child care services 
Senior citizen programs 
Programs for youth 
 
0.7274 
0.8085 
0.7761 
0.8179 
0.756 
Community recreation: 
Indoor recreation  
Outdoor recreations  
Cultural features 
 
0.8206 
0.8467 
0.8264 
0.752 
Retail and shopping:  
 Shopping facilities  
 Variety of eating establishments 
 Variety of downtown retail stores  
 Quality of downtown retail stores 
 
0.9181 
0.7023 
0.9620 
0.8941 
0.884 
Social capital 
Bonding social capital:  
    Friendly/unfriendly 
    Supportive/indifferent 
    I can always count on my neighbors when I  
    need help 
    My neighbors feel close to one another  
    Being a resident in this community is like  
    being with a group of close friends 
 
0.9080 
0.8932 
0.8975 
 
0.8653 
0.8808              
0.906 
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Table 2 (continued) 
Observed and 
Latent Variables First-order latent variable 
Second-
order latent 
variable 
Cronbach 
reliability 
 
Social capital 
Bridging social capital: 
Tolerance/prejudiced 
Open to new ideas/rejecting of new ideas 
Clues and organizations in community are 
interested in what is best for all residents 
Residents in community are receptive to new 
residents taking leadership position  
Residents in community are receptive to new 
residents joining clubs and organizations 
 
0.9024           
0.9024 
0.8593 
 
0.8602 
 
0.8768 
0.914 
 
 
 
 
 
Trust:  0.760 
Trusting 
I trust local, elected officials in community 
My neighbors trust one another 
0.8989 
0.8843 
0.7841         
 
 
Community 
attachment 
 
I feel at home in this community 
I feel attached to this community 
I would feel sorry if I had to leave this 
community 
 
0.9408 
0.9549 
0.9500 
0.936 
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Statistical procedures 
1. Model notation 
Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a statistical technique combining path analysis 
and factors analysis that allow examining multiple dependent variables, direct effects and 
indirect effects, measurement of unobserved variables, and measurement errors. The 
technique is used to test whether a proposed causal structure is supported by the data (DeLisi 
et al. 2014). In this study, maximum likelihood employing Fisher scoring is used to estimate 
discrepancy between observed covariance structure (S) and implied covariance structures 𝜃 . A good fitting of a path model indicates that the replicated correlations closely match 
the observed correlations in the data (DeLisi et al. 2014; Kline 2011). SEM consists of three 
main components, structural models or path models, measurement models, and structural 
models with latent variables. Figure 5 is the model notation for the structural model. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5   Model notation for the structural model
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(1) Latent variables 
The mathematical models of SEMs denote latent endogenous variables as 𝜂 = Β! +Γ! + 𝜁, where 𝛣!:	one enogenous variable (𝜂) on the other endogenous variable	(𝜂)	
correlation coefficient, 𝛤!: endogenous variable (𝜂)	on exogenous variable (𝜉)	correlation 
coefficient,	𝜉: latent exogenous variables, 𝜁:	residuals of	𝜂. In this study, the exogenous 
variables (ethnic	diversity, built capital, human capital, and financial capital) are observable 
variables not latent variable so the formula for denoting latent variable is modified as 𝜂 = Β! + Γ! + 𝜁 (Eq5) wherer 𝛤! is used to replace 𝛤! . Social capital is an endogenous latent 
variable denoted as 𝜂!	having three predictors; community attachment and migration is 
denoted as	𝜂!	and	𝜂! respectively, and each has a single indicator.	Eq6	is the equations (𝜂) in 
matrix form.	
𝜂 = Β! + Γ! + 𝜉 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 ( 5 ) 	𝜂!𝜂!𝜂! = 0 − 0𝛽!" 0 −0 𝛽!" 0 𝜂!𝜂!𝜂! + 𝛾!! 𝛾!" 0 0− 𝛾!! 0 00 0 𝛾!! 𝛾!"
𝑥!𝑥!𝑥!𝑥! +
𝜁!𝜁!𝜁! 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	             (6 )	𝜂! = 𝛾!!𝑥! + 𝛾!"𝑥! + 𝜁! …… social capital                                               (7)	𝜂! = 𝛽!"𝜂! + 𝛾!!𝑥! + 𝜁! 	……	 community attachment  	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (8)	𝜂! = 𝛽!"𝜂! + 𝛾!!𝑥! + 𝛾!"𝑥! + 𝜁! …… migration                                           (9)	
	
	
Φ = 𝜑!!0 𝜑!!0 0 𝜑!!0 0 0 𝜑!!        	𝜓 =
𝜓!!0 𝜓!!0 0 𝜓!! 	    Θ! =
Θ!!0 Θ!!0 0 Θ!!0 0 0 Θ!!0 0 0 0 Θ!!
	
𝛷 is a variance matrix of exogenous variables (x) 𝜓 is a variance matrix of residuals (𝜉)  Θ! is a variance matris of measurement errors of latent endogenous variable (𝜂) 
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(2) Observed variables 
SEM model denote observed variables as 𝑦 = Λ!𝜂 + 𝜀,	where	Λ! :	endogenous 
observed variables (y) on latent (𝜂 ) factor loadings, 𝜀:	for measurement errors of y. 
Specifically, in this study, bonding social capital is donated as 𝑦! (Eq12), bridging social 
capital as 𝑦! (Eq13), trust as 𝑦! (Eq14), community attachment score as 𝑦! (Eq15), and 
migration rates as 𝑦! (Eq16). Eq 11 is the equations y in a matrix form. 
𝑦 = Λ!𝜂 + 𝜀                                                                              (10) 𝑦!𝑦!𝑦!𝑦!𝑦! =
1 0 0𝜆!!" 0 0𝜆!!" 0 00 1 00 0 1
𝜂!𝜂!𝜂! +
𝜀!𝜀!𝜀!𝜀!𝜀!                                                                 (11) 𝑦! = 𝜂! + 𝜀! …......... bonding social capital                                              (12)  𝑦! = 𝜆!!"𝜂! + 𝜀! ......bridging social capital                                              (13) 𝑦! = 𝜆!!"𝜂! + 𝜀! .….trust                                                             (14) 𝑦! = 𝜂! + 𝜀! …….... community attachment scores                                        (15)  𝑦! = 𝜂! + 𝜀! …….... migration rates                                                    (16) 
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CHAPTER 4  
RESULTS 
Descriptive statistics 
Figure 6 is the distribution of net-migration rates based on the 99 Iowa communities of 
the sample. It shows that 47 communities gain population from migration and 52 
communities loss population from migration. Among the communities with net population 
loss, 34 communities’ net-migration rates are between -0.1 and -5.0, meaning these 
communities loss 10 to 500 populations from migration in 2014. The communities that have 
highest negative net-migration rates (less than -10.0) are Donnellson, Farmington, Grand 
Mound, Hartford, Olin, and Radcliffe. By contrast, among the communities with net 
population gain, 36 communities gain 10 to 500 populations from migration. The 
communities that have highest positive net-migration rates (≥ 5.1) are Agency, Anita, Elgin, 
Hospers, Nora Springs, Pacific Junction, University Park, Ventura, Waukon, Woodward, and 
Winfield. By contrast, the communities that have lowest net-migration rates  (≤ -10.1) are 
Donnellson, Farmington, Grand Mound, Hartford, Olin, and Radcliffe. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6   Distribution of net migration rates by Iowa 99 communities 
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Scholars have pointed out that migration follows age profile (Bernard et al. 2014; 
Rogers and Castro 1981). That is, migration peaks at young adults for beginning education, 
entry into the labor market, union formation, or childbirth, and then slowly declines as ages 
increase (Mulder and Wagner 1993; Kulu and Billari 2004; Kulu 2008). Figure 7 is the 
typical age profile of migration and key life-course transitions (Bernard et al. 2014; Rogers 
and Castro 1981) and it shows that migration largely increases around the age of 18, reaches 
peak round the age of 28, and starts to decline until 65. This transition is similar to the recent 
migration rate based on the American community survey in 2007-2009 and 2010-2012 
(Figure 8). It shows that the migration rate gradually decreases at early ages (1 to 17 years) 
and then it significantly increases from 18 to 20s. Particularly, young adults (18 to 34) have 
the highest migration rates and they account for over 43.0 percent of all migrants. Migration 
consistently decreases from the age of 35 to 60s and becomes stable after 65. Based on this 
age profiles of migration that reflects life-course transitions, this study compares the extent to 
which community capitals and community attachment affect migration for different age 
groups including young people (1 to 17 years), young adults (18 to 34 years), old adults (35 
to 64 years) and old people (65+). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 7   Typical age profile of migration and key life-course transitions 
Resource: Bernard, Bell and Charles-Edward (2014) 
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Figure 8   Age-specific migration rates, 2007-2009 and 2010-2012 
Resource: Benetsky, Burd, and Rapino (2015) 
Figure 9 and Figure 10 are the age composition by total population and in-migrants and 
out-migrants based on the sample of Iowa 99 communities. Young adults (18 to 34 years) 
make up 20.20 percent of total population and the out-migration rate  (46.36%) is the highest 
among all migrants, indicating that higher proposition of young adults move out. Old adults 
(35 to 64 years) are the second largest proposition among out-migrants (25.97%). On the 
other hand, young adults and old adults make up 40.96 percent and 28.49 percent of all in-
migrants.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 9   Age composition by total population and out-migrants (Iowa 99 communities) 
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Figure 10   Age composition by total population and in-migrants (Iowa 99 communities) 
The average migration rate based on the sample of Iowa 99 communities is -1.41, 
meaning on average these communities loss 1.41 population per 100 residents from migration 
(Table 3). Young adults (17 to 34 years) have the highest migration rates (-5.12); old adults 
(35 to 64 years) have the lowest migration rates (-0.76); the migration rate of young people (1 
to 17 years) and old people (+65) is close to the average. Since the standard deviation is large 
among these age groups, it means that variation of net population loss cross communities is 
very large.  
Table3   Descriptive statistics of migration rates for age groups 
 based on the sample of Iowa 99 communities 
 
     All age 
 
Young people 
(1 to 17) 
Young adult 
(18 to 34) 
Old adults 
(35 to 64) 
Old people 
(+ 65) 
Mean -1.41 -1.72 -5.12 -0.76 -1.46 
STD 6.93 17.57 16.50 6.12 12.62 
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Model identification 
1. Structural model 
SEM has a limitation on the number of unknown parameters that can be estimated. 
First, based on the t-rule, the structural model is over-identified with 21 unknown parameters	
[ λ! =2,	𝛽=2, Φ=4,	𝜓=3,	Γ γ =5,	Θ!=5]	and 45 known parameters [t=1/2(p+q)( p+q+1)], 
where p is the number of dependent variables (y1-y5) and q is the number of independent 
variables (x1-x4) ; t=1/2(4+5)(4+5+1)=45 (Figure 11).	
2. Path model 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 11   Model notation of the path model 
	 𝑦 = 𝛽! + Γ! + 𝜁	                                                                               (17) 𝑦!𝑦!𝑦! = 0𝛽!" 00 𝛽!" 0 𝑦!𝑦!𝑦! + 𝑟!!𝑟!" 𝑟!!0 0 𝑟!! 𝑟!"
𝑥!𝑥!𝑥!𝑥! +
𝜁!𝜁!𝜁! 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (18)	
𝜑 = 𝜑!! 𝜑!! 𝜑!! 𝜑!!    𝜓 =   
𝜓! 𝜓! 𝜓! 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (19) 
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	𝑦! = 𝛾!!𝑥! + 𝜁!                                                                                          (20) 𝑦! = 𝛽!"𝑦! + 𝛾!"𝑥!𝛾!!𝑥! + 𝜁!                                                            (21) 𝑦! = 𝛽!"𝑦! + 𝛾!!𝑥! + 𝛾!"𝑥! + 𝜁!                                                       (22) 
	There are four different rules to measure the identification the path model. First, based 
on the t-rule, this model is over-identified since the number of unknown parameters (t) is less 
than 1/2(p+q)(p+q+1), where p is the number of dependent variables (y1-y3) and q is the 
number of independent variables (x1-x4). The path mode has 14 unknown parameters [𝛽=2, Γ(γ)=5, 𝜑=4, 𝜓=3] and 28 known parameters [1/2(4+3)(4+3+1) = 28]. Second, based on the 
Null B rule, the path model is not identified since 𝛽 is not equal to zero (see Eq18). Third, 
according to the fully recursive rule, a model is idenfitied since 𝛽 is lower triangular (see 
Eq18) and 𝜓 is diagonal (see Eq19). Forth, based on the rank condition, C1 (see Eq25) and C3 
(see Eq27) are just-identified (C1 =2, C3 =2) with the rank equal to p-1 and C2 (see Eq26) is 
under-identified (C3 =1) with the rank less than p-1. Finally, based on the pairwise 
parameters comparisions, the model is empirically identified (-0.363< 𝛾 <0.471) in the path 
model, meaning no additional path is needed in the current model. 
	 𝐶 = [ 𝐼 − 𝐵  – Γ                                                                    (23) 
 𝐶 = 1 0 0−𝛽!" 1 00 −𝛽!" 1 −𝑟!! 0 0 0−𝑟!" −𝑟!! 0 00 0 −𝑟!! −𝑟!"                                                (24)	
𝐶! = 0 0 0 0 01 0 −𝛾!! 0 0−𝛽!" 1 0 −𝛾!! −𝛾!" = 0 0 0 0 01 0 4 0 03 1 0 5 6 = 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 𝐶! = 2 ≧ (3 − 1) →	just-identified	 (25) 
𝐶! = 0 0 00 0 01 −𝛾!! −𝛾!" = 0 0 𝟎0 0 01 7 8 = 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 𝐶! = 1 ≧ (3 − 1) → under-identified  	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (26) 
𝐶! = 1 −𝛾!! 0−𝛽!" −𝛾!" −𝛾!!0 0 0 = 1 8 07 9 100 0 0 = 𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑘 𝐶! = 2 ≧ (3 − 1) →	just-udentified   	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 (27)	
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3. Measurement model  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 12   Model notation of the measuremrnt model		
First, based on the t-Rule, the measurement model is just-identified with 6 unknown 
parameters (λ =2, Φ=1, Θ!=3) and 6 known parameters [t=1/2(p)(p+1), where p is the 
number of independent variables (x1-x3); t=1/2(3)(4)=6]. Second, the measurement model 
meets the three-indicator rule since (1) only one non-zero element per row of λ, (2) the each 
latent factors of factor loading have been scaled to be one (𝜆=1), (3) at least three indicator 
variables have non-zero paths leading from 𝜉 to x. (4) 𝜑 is diagonal. Third, this model meet 
the rank rule since the rank of R is 2, which is equal to the numner of free paprmeters in Λ =2 
and 𝜑=1. Finally, based on the pairwise parameters comparisions, the measurement model is 
empirically identified (0.000< 𝛾 <0.650). 
Findings 
1. Model fit 
Table 4 is the result of mode fit statistics. The SEM predicting migration does not fit 
the data well. The x2 goodness-of-fit tests show large values that are significantly different 
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from zero, indicating the models do not fit the data. Root mean square error of approximation 
(RMSEA) indices with the values above 0.1 indicates a poor model fit. Overall, the migration 
models (in-, out-, and net-migration) do not fit the data since x2 goodness-of-fit tests are 
significant and RMSEA are above the acceptable values of 0.05. However, pseudo R-square 
(pR2) indicates a good fit for the most migration models. Specifically, pR2 is high on the 
models of young people (1 to 17 years) and young adults (18-34 years) regardless of in-, out-, 
or net-migration. However, pR2 is low on in- and out-migration of old people (pR2=0.216 and 
pR2=0.355). Results suggest that the hypothesized model might explain better for young 
people, young adults, and old adults than old people. 
Table 4   SEM fit statistics 
Age group  Migration      x2 goodness-of-fit    RMSEA pR2 of migration 
All ages  
In 1054.269*** 0.632 0.717 
Out 2586.264*** 0.997 0.784 
Net 4557.561*** 1.327 0.606 
Young people 
(1 to 17 years) 
 
 
In 3920.825*** 1.230 0.717 
Out 8630.331*** 1.828 0.891 
Net 29526.612*** 3.385 0.939 
Young adults 
(18 to 34 years) 
 
 
In 4890.878*** 1.375 0.903 
Out 11159.905 *** 2.080 0.887 
Net 26463.124 *** 3.205 0.733 
Old adults 
(35 to 64 years) 
 
 
In   906.873*** 0.585 0.434 
Out 2494.105*** 0.979 0.793 
Net 3412.078*** 1.147 0.767 
Old people 
(+ 65) 
 
 
In 641.463*** 0.489 0.216 
Out 4016.810*** 1.245 0.355 
Net 15475.111*** 2.450 0.619 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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2. Path analysis  
Figure 13   Path results predicting out-migration (all age groups) 
Figure 14   Path results predicting in-migration (all age groups) 
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Figure 15   Path results predicting net-migration (all age groups)  
	
The complete results of path analysis predicting out-migration for all ages are presented 
in Figure 13 and Table 8, in-migration are presented in Figure 14 and Table 9, and net-
migration are presented in Figure 15 and Table 10.  
(1) Community attachment 
pR2 community attachment is 0.433, suggesting the model accounts for a moderate 
amount of the variance in the sample. Community attachment has a strong and negative effect 
on out-migration (𝛽!"_!"#= -0.596), suggesting that higher community attachment in 
communities substantially reduces the number of out-migration. This results support the 
hypothesis that community attachment can reduce out-migration. However, community 
attachment has a moderate and negative effect on in-migration (𝛽!"_!! = -0.289), meaning 
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higher community attachment moderately reduces the number of in-migration. The results do 
not support the hypothesis that stronger community attachment increases in-migration. The 
results based on the net-migration model suggest that community attachment lead to overall 
population growth from migration (𝛽!"_!"#= 0.706). 
(2) Social capital  
The results suggest that bonding social capital (0.741), bridging social capital (0.667), 
and trust (0.660) have higher factor loadings on the latent variable of social capital (see 
Figure 13). Also, social capital is statistically associated with community attachment 
(𝛽=0.588). The results show that bonding social capital, bridging social capital, and trust are 
effective predictors of community attachment. Higher social capital regardless of the 
objective part or subject part can enhance community attachment. However, 𝑝𝑅! for social 
capital is 0.178 (see Table 8), indicating that although the significant predictors of social 
capital have been identified, in migration models, they only account for a moderate amount 
of the variation. 
Figure 16 shows the effect of social capital on community attachment and migration. 
Social capital is positively associated with community attachment (𝛽!"= 0.588) and the result 
supports the hypothesis that a positive association between social capital and community 
attachment. The indirect effect of social capital on migration is mediated via community 
attachment. Social capital has a moderate and negative effect on out-migration 
[𝛾!"#!$%&'_!"#=0.588*(-0.596)= -0.350] but a small and negative effect on in-migration 
[𝛾!"#!$%&'_!"= 0.588*(-0.289)= -0.170]. This implies that higher social capital greatly 
contributes to the reduction of out-migration but it has a small impact on reducing in-
migration. Also, the results based on net-migration indicate that social capital contributes to 
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the overall population increases [𝛾!"#!$%&'_!"#= 0.588*(0.706)= 0.415], implying that higher 
social capital has more effect on reducing the number of out-migration than its adverse effect 
on reducing the number of in-migration. 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 16   Effect of social capital on community attachment and migration 
(only show certain path of sem) 
(3) Ethnic diversity  
Figure 17 shows the effect of ethnic diversity on migration. Ethnic diversity has a 
moderate effect on social capital (𝛾!!= -0.197). That is, the higher ethnic diversity, the lower 
social capital. The result supports the hypothesis that a negative association between ethnic 
diversity and social capital. The effect of ethnic diversity on migration is mediated via social 
capital and community attachment. However, the results show that ethnic diversity do not 
have an obvious influence on out-migration, in-migration, and net-migration. The indirect 
effect of ethnic diversity on out-migration via social capital and community attachment is 
0.069 [γ!"#!$%&'_!"#=-0.197*0.588*(-0.596)= 0.069], on in-migration is 0.033 [γ!"#!$%&'_!"= 
 -0.197*0.588* (-0.289)=0.033], and on net-migration is -0.082 (γ!"#!$%&'_!"#=  
-0.197*0.588*0.706= -0.082).  
Social 
capital 
0.588*** 
Community 
attachment 
out-migration 
 
-0.596*** 
-0.289*** 
in-migration 
 
net-migration 
 
0.706*** 
or 
or 
 71 
Figure 17   Effect of ethnic diversity on migration 
(only show certain path of sem)  
(4) Built capital  
Table 5 shows the effect of built capital on community attachment and social capital. 
Built capital is associated with social capital (𝛾!"#$%&=0.383), which supports the hypothesis 
that built capital is positively associated with social capital. The total effect of built capital on 
community attachment is statistically significant (γ!"!#$= 0.374) but this is mainly driven by 
its indirect effect via social capital (γ!"!"#$%&= 0.225) since the direct effect of built capital on 
community attachment fails to reach a level of statistical significant (γ!"#$%&= 0.149). 
Therefore, the results do not confirm the hypothesis that built capital is positively associated 
with community attachment.  
Table 5   Effect of built capital on community attachment and social capital 
Built capital Direct effect Indirect via social capital Total 
Community attachment               0.149 0.225*** 0.374*** 
Social capital               0.383*** - 0.383*** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01   
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The total effect of built capital on migration consists of the two indirect effects. One is 
mediated by social capital and community attachment and the other is mediated only by 
community attachment (Table 6 and Figure 18). The total effect of built capital on out-
migration is the sum of the two indirect effects [-0.134+(-0.089)= -0.223], including the 
indirect effect mediated via social capital and community attachment (0.383*0.588*-0.596=  
-0.134) and the indirect effect mediated via community attachment (0.149*-0.596= -0.089). 
On the other hand, the total effect of built capital on in-migration is -0.108 [-0.065+(-0.043)= 
-0.108], which is the sum the indirect effect via social capital and community attachment 
(0.383*0.588*-0.289= -0.065) and the indirect effect via community attachment (0.149* 
-0.289= -0.043). The results suggest that the increase of built capital leads to lower out-
migration via social capital and community attachment. However, the increase of built capital 
also reduces in-migration through the influence of social capital and community attachment. 
Since built capital is positively associated with social capital and community attachment, thus 
built capital reinforces the effect of the two factors on migration. Therefore, it lowers out-
migration but also reduce in-migration. The total effect of built capital on net-migration is 
0.264 (0.159+0.105=0.264), which is the sum the indirect effect via social capital and 
community attachment (0.383*0.588*0.706=0.159) and the indirect effect via community 
attachment (0.149*0.706=0.105). The results imply that overall built capital results in 
population increase from net-migration. 
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Figure 18   Effect of built capital on migration 
(only show certain path of sem)  
 
Table 6   Effect of built capital on migration 
(5) Human capital and financial capital  
Human capital is positively associated with in-migration (𝛾!!_!"=0.433) and out-
migration (𝛾!!_!"#=0.301), which support the hypothesis that human capital is positively 
associated with out-migration and in-migration. The results suggest that although people tend 
to move to places with higher education attainment, people who live these places might leave 
here. Overall, communities with higher education attainment increase population mobility 
through in- and out-migration. However, human capital is not significantly associated with 
net-migration  (𝛾!!_!"#= -0.017). Financial capital is found to be strongly associated with out-
Built capital out-migration in-migration net-migration 
Indirect via social capital and 
community attachment 
-0.134 -0.065 0.159 
Indirect via community attachment -0.089 -0.043 0.105 
Total effect -0.223*** -0.108** 0.264*** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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migration (𝛾!"_!"#= -0.736), which confirms the hypothesis that higher financial capital 
reduces out-migration. However, financial capital has an opposite effect on in-migration 
since it is negatively associated with in-migration (𝛾!"_!"= -0780) and the results conflict with 
the hypothesis that higher financial capital increases in-migration. The result means that 
higher financial capital largely reduces out-migration but higher financial capital also largely 
reduces the number of people to move in. The results also imply that a good standard of 
living in term of material wealth might be determinant for retaining local residents. However, 
for migrants, moving to a community with higher financial capital could largely increase 
their costs of living. 
Table 7   Effect of human capital and financial capital on migration 
	
3. Factor analysis results 
Validity/factor coefficients (𝜆) for each observed variable of social capital are 
significant. Factor coefficients are high for the three predictors of bonding social capital 
(λ!"#$%#& = 0.741), bridging social capital (λ!"#$%#&% = 0.667), and trust (λ!"#$! = 0.660). 𝑝𝑅! 
for bonding social capital is 0.549, bridging social capital is 0.445, and trust is 0.436, 
meaning that moderate reliability coefficients (𝑝𝑅!) for each observed variables. However, 
social capital has a low 𝑝𝑅!  (0.178), indicating social capital only accounts for a small 
variance in the models
 out-migration in-migration net-migration 
Human capital        0.301***  0.433***       -0.017 
Financial capital -0.736*** -0.780*** 0.270*** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Table 8   Results of SEM predicting out-migration (all ages) 
Path analysis 
   Out-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.596*** 
 
← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.350*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.069* 
 
← Built capital (via SC and CA) - 
   Indirect via SC -0.134 
    Indirect via CA -0.089 
    Total effect -0.223*** 
 
← Human capital  0.301*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.736*** 
Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… out-migration  0.717 
                            𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC 0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… .trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 
 
2586.264*** 
  RMSEA 0.997 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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Table 9   Results of SEM predicting in-migration (all ages) 
Path analysis 
   In-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.289*** 
 
← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.170*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.033 
 
← Built capital (via SC and CA) - 
   Indirect via SC -0.065 
    Indirect via CA -0.043 
    Total effect -0.108** 
 
← Human capital  0.433*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.780*** 
Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… in-migration  0.784 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC 0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!……. bonding  0.549 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!….… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 1054.269*** 
  RMSEA  0.632 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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Table 10   Results of SEM predicting net-migration (all ages) 
Path analysis 
   Net-migration ← Community attachment (CA) 0.706*** 
 
← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.415*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.082** 
 
← Built capital (via SC and CA) - 
   Indirect via SC  0.159 
    Indirect via CA  0.105 
    Total effect  0.264*** 
 
← Human capital -0.017 
 
← Financial capital  0.270*** 
Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… net-migration  0.606 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC 0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit                                                                                                                 4557.561*** 
  RMSEA 1.327 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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4. Summary 
Table 11 shows the total effect of factors between in-, out-, and net-migration. In the 
out-migration model, financial capital (𝛾= -0.736) and community attachment (𝛽= -0.596) 
have a stronger influence in reducing out-migration. One standard deviation change in 
financial capital reduces 0.736 standard deviations in out-migration. Likewise, one standard 
deviation change in community attachment also reduces 0.596 standard deviations in out-
migration. Social capital (𝛽= -0.350) and built capital (𝛽= -0.223) has a moderate impact of 
reducing out-migration. However, human capital in term of education (𝛾= 0.301) has a 
moderate effect of increasing out-migration. Ethnic diversity (𝛾= 0.069) has a very small 
effect on increasing out-migration. The results suggest that community attachment is as 
important as financial capital in retaining local residents. 
In the in-migration model, human capital (𝛾= 0.433) increases in-migration. By contrast, 
financial capital has a strong effect of reducing in-migration (𝛾= -0.780) and community 
attachment has moderate effect of reducing in-migration (𝛽= -0.289). Social capital (𝛽= -
0.170) and built capital (𝛾= -0.108) have a small influence of reducing in-migration.  
In the net-migration model, the strongest predictor is community attachment (𝛽= 0.706) 
followed by social capital (𝛾= 0.415), financial capital (𝛾= 0.270) and built capital (𝛾= 0.264). 
The results indicate that community attachment is the most significant effect of increasing 
net-migration and higher social capital and financial capital in communities also result in 
positive net-migration and thus contribute to population increase. By contrast, human capital 
(𝛾= -0.017) and ethnic diversity (𝛾= -0.082) have a very little impact on net-migration.
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Table 11   Results of SEM predicting out-migration, in-migration, and net-migration 
Path analysis 
   Out-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.596*** 
 
← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.350*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.069* 
 
← Built capital (via SC and CA) - 
   Indirect via SC -0.134 
    Indirect via CA -0.089 
    Total effect -0.223*** 
 
← Human capital  0.301*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.736*** 
In-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.289*** 
 ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.170*** 
 ← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.033 
 ← Built capital (via SC and CA) - 
    Indirect via SC -0.065 
    Indirect via CA -0.043 
    Total effect -0.108** 
 ← Human capital  0.433*** 
 ← Financial capital -0.780*** 
Net-migration ← Community attachment (CA)  0.706*** 
 ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.415*** 
 ← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.082** 
 ← Built capital (via SC and CA) - 
    Indirect via SC  0.159 
    Indirect via CA  0.105 
    Total effect  0.264*** 
 ← Human capital -0.017 
 ← Financial capital  0.270*** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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5. Migration models based on age groups 
(1) Young people (1 to 17 years) 
For young people, community attachment has the strongest effect of reducing out-
migration (𝛾= -0.766); financial capital (𝛾= -0.641) and social capital (𝛾= -0.450) have 
moderate effects. The results imply that community attachment is the most important factor 
retaining young people. Likewise, social capital has a similar effect on out-migration as 
community attachment. Communities with higher financial capital also can reduce the 
number of young people moving out (𝛾=-0.641). On the other hand, financial capital is 
strongly associated with in-migration (𝛾= -0.752); community attachment has a moderate 
effect of reducing in-migration (𝛾= -0.153). The result indicates that communities with higher 
financial capital could discourage young migrants moving in since the cost of living might 
also increase after moving here, and therefore it reduces the number of young immigrants. 
Also, a small community with higher community attachment might be an unfavorable factor 
for young people to move in.  
 Table 12   Results of SEM predicting migration (young people) 
Young people (1 to 17 years) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA) -0.153** -0.766***  0.947*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.090*** -0.450***  0.557*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.018  0.089** -0.110** 
Built capital via (SC and CA) -0. 057* -0.287***  0.354*** 
Human capital -0.103  0.384*** -0.374*** 
Financial capital -0.752*** -0.641***  0.247*** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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(2) Young adults (18 to 34 years) 
 For young adults, financial capital and community attachment are the two significant 
factors associated with out-migration. Higher financial capital (𝛾!"#= -0.865) and community 
attachment (𝛽!"#= -0.533) in communities can largely reduce the number of local young 
adults moving out. However, higher financial capital (𝛾!"= -0.598) and community 
attachment (𝛾!"= -0.786) largely reduce the number of other young adults moving in. The 
effect of human capital on in- and out-migration also varies. Communities with higher human 
capital increase the number of young adults moving out (𝛾!"#= 0.300); however, 
communities having higher human capital dramatically increase the number of young adults 
moving in (𝛾!"=0.624). This may imply that although many young adults move out of 
communities with higher human capital but these communities are also able to attract other 
young adults to move there.  
Table 13   Results of SEM predicting migration (young adults) 
 
Young adults (18 to 34 years) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA) -0.786*** -0.533*** -0.325*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.462*** -0.313*** -0.191*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.091* -0.062*  0.038* 
Built capital via (SC and CA) -0.294***  0.199*** -0.121*** 
Human capital  0.624***  0.300***  0.688*** 
Financial capital -0.598*** -0.865***  0.238 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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(3) Old adults (35 to 64 years) 
For old adults, financial capital has a similar influence on in-migration as they did for 
young adults. That is, higher financial capital in communities reduces the number of old 
adults moving in (𝛾!"= -0.782). Also, higher financial capital in communities largely reduces 
the number of local old adults moving out (𝛾!"#= -0.809). Community attachment is shown to 
be moderately associated with out-migration for old adults (𝛾!"#= -0.537). The results 
indicate that higher community attachment can reduce the number of old adults moving out. 
With respect to net-migration, the increase of community attachment (𝛾!"#= 0.744) largely 
contributes to the overall population growth; financial capital (𝛾!"#=0.458) and social capital 
(𝛾!"#=0.437) increases net-migration.  
Table 14   Results of SEM predicting migration (old adults)
Old adults (35 to 64 years) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA) -0.142 -0.537***  0.744*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.084*** -0.315***  0.437*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.016  0.062** -0.086* 
Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.053 -0.200***  0.278*** 
Human capital  0.447***  0.340*** -0.121* 
Financial capital -0.782*** -0.809***  0.458*** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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(4) Old people (65+) 
For old people, community attachment and social capital are the two major factors 
associated with in- and out-migration. Community attachment (𝛾!"=0.403) and social capital  
(𝛾!"=0.237) are moderately associated with in-migration. This means that the higher 
community attachment and social capital in communities increase the number of old people 
to move in. However, surprisingly, community attachment is positively associated with out-
migration (𝛾!"#= 0.589). Unlike its effect of reducing out-migration on young people, old 
adults, and old adults, higher community attachment in fact increases out-migration among 
old people. Likewise, social capital also has a moderate effect of increasing out-migration 
(𝛾!"#= 0.346).  
 Table 15   Results of SEM predicting migration (old people)
 
 
Old people (65+) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA)  0.403**  0.589*** -0.711*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.237***  0.346*** -0.417*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.047 -0.068*  0.082** 
Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.150**  0.220*** -0.266*** 
Human capital  0.177 -0.110  0.520*** 
Financial capital  0.000 -0.134 -0.173** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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(5) Summary 
The influence of community capitals and community attachment on migration varies by 
ages. Higher financial capital can largely out-migration among young people (𝛾=-0.641), 
young adults (𝛾=-0.865), and older adults (𝛾=-0.809). Community attachment has a strong 
effect of reducing out-migration for young people (𝛽=-0.766), young adults (𝛽=-0.533), and 
old adults (𝛽=-0.537). Social capital has a moderate effect of reducing out-migration for 
young people (𝛾=-0.450), young adults (𝛾= -0.313), and old adults (𝛾=-0.315). However, 
community attachment and social capital have an opposite effect on old people since these 
two factors increase out-migration.  
With regard to in-migration, financial capital has a strong effect on hindering the 
increase of in-migration for young people (𝛾=-0.752), young adults (𝛾=-0.598), and old 
adults (𝛾=-0.782). By contrast, higher human capital is the strongest effect of increasing in-
migration among young adults (𝛾=0.624) and old adults (𝛾=0.447). Among old people, 
higher community attachment and social capital have a moderate effect of increasing in-
migration (𝛾=0.403).
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Table 16   Results of SEM predicting migration by age groups 
Young people (1 to 17 years) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA) -0.153** -0.766***  0.947*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.090*** -0.450***  0.557*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.018  0.089** -0.110** 
Built capital via (SC and CA) -0. 057* -0.287***  0.354*** 
Human capital  -0.103  0.384*** -0.374*** 
Financial capital -0.752*** -0.641***  0.247*** 
Young adults (18 to 34 years) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA) -0.786*** -0.533*** -0.325*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.462*** -0.313*** -0.191*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.091* -0.062*  0.038* 
Built capital via (SC and CA) -0.294***  0.199*** -0.121*** 
Human capital  0.624***  0.300***  0.688*** 
Financial capital -0.598*** -0.865***  0.238 
Old adults (35 to 64 years) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA)  -0.142 -0.537***  0.744*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.084*** -0.315***  0.437*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.016  0.062** -0.086* 
Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.053 -0.200***  0.278*** 
Human capital  0.447***  0.340*** -0.121* 
Financial capital -0.782*** -0.809***  0.458*** 
Old people (+65) in-migration out-migration net-migration 
Community attachment (CA)  0.403**  0.589*** -0.711*** 
Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.237***  0.346*** -0.417*** 
Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.047 -0.068*  0.082** 
Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.150**  0.220*** -0.266*** 
Human capital  0.177 -0.110  0.520*** 
Financial capital  0.000 -0.134 -0.173** 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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CHAPTER 5  
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
Discussion 
For the past few decades, more and more counties in Iowa have experienced a serious 
population loss from out-migration. Many scholars have pointed out that population decline 
is an urgent problem because it might worsen existing problems in rural areas (Reid et al. 
2010; Roberts and Bill Green 2013, McArthur et al. 2014; Camlin et al. 2014; Talley et al. 
2011, Collinson 2010; Zhu and Luo 2010). Many studies have tried to explain migration from 
different approaches. Previous studies based on the functionalist approach have tried to 
explain migration from different perspectives such as economic determinants, spatial analysis, 
and demographic transition. The Marxian approach sees that migration reflects a process 
associated with the prevailing model of production and focuses on how economic activities 
produce the demand of the labor force, resulting in labor migration. Humanist and network 
approach emphasizes meanings associated with migration and explores these meanings 
through migrants’ life experience and their identity.  
This study explores an alternative explanation for migration. Flora et al. (2003) 
proposed the community capital framework wherein they identify key factors associated with 
changes in rural American and its communities. This study uses a modified version of 
community capitals framework to better understand what community factors affect in-
migration and out-migration in Iowa small towns. Specifically, this study examines to what 
degree community attachment and community capitals in terms of financial capital, human 
capital, social capital, and built capital affect migration, and further to compare the effects of 
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these community factors on migration for age groups (young people, young adult, old adult, 
and old people).  
For all age categories, the effect of community capitals and community attachment 
varies by in-, out-, and net-migration. The results support the most of assumption with a few 
exceptions. First, social capital follows Putnam’s definition with an emphasis on a public 
good facilitating by local residents through their collective actions. To discuss how social 
capital might lead to collective actions and finally contributes to a public good in 
communities, Putman divides social capital into bonding social capital and bridging social 
capital by its resources. This study uses the classification of social capital proposed by 
Putman and it also includes trust as a subject type of social capital. To better explain how 
social capital affects community attachment, the study includes ethnic diversity and measures 
its effect on social capital. The results show that social capital has a moderate and negative 
effect on out-migration but a small and negative effect on in-migration. This result implies 
that higher social capital greatly contributes to the reduction of out-migration but it has a 
small impact on reducing in-migration. Ethnic diversity has a moderate effect on social 
capital, indicating that higher ethnic diversity moderately reduces social capital. The result 
confirms the hypothesis that a negative association between ethnic diversity and social capital 
and supports previous findings that heterogeneity in terms of background, ethnicity, and 
culture could be a barrier to mutual trust due to the lack of similar experience or share 
common norms and values (Uslaner 2002; Rothstein and Uslaner 2004; Alesina and Ferrara 
2005; Forbes 1997; Messick and Kramer 2001). However, the results indicate that social 
capital only accounts for a low amount of the variance in the sample, indicating that although 
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the significant predictors of social capital have been identified, they only account for a 
moderate amount of the variation in the models. 
Second, the results show that financial capital is the strongest factor determining in- 
and out-migration. This result supports the hypothesis that higher financial capital can reduce 
out-migration. However, financial capital has an opposite effect on in-migration since it is 
negatively associated with in-migration and the results conflict with the hypothesis that 
higher financial capital increases in-migration. The early studies argued that the driving force 
behind migration reflects economic factors in terms of employment opportunities and higher 
wages (Ravenstein 1885; Lewis 1954; Ranis and Fei 1961; Taylor and Martin 2001; Castles, 
de Haas, and Miller 2014). However, what is often overlooked is a corresponding cost in 
destinations; nevertheless, it is also a determinant of migration decision. In this study, 
financial capital measured by average income, proportion not in poverty, and a median house 
value highlights another aspect of economic factors (the cost of living) and the results 
indicate that higher financial capital in communities could hinder non-local residents moving 
there.  
Third, the results show that bonding social capital, bridging social capital, and trust are 
effective predictors of community attachment. Higher social capital regardless of the 
objective parts of bonding and bridging social capital or a subject part of trust can enhance 
community attachment. This study indicates that social capital with its emphasis on resources 
of collective actions can effectively predict community attachment and this explanation is 
complementary to the linear-development and systemic model for understanding community 
attachment. Previous studies indicate that community attachment is more associated with 
migration (Pretty et al. 2006; Seyfrit and Hamilton 1992; Von Reichert 2006) than other 
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factors such as employment opportunities, access to local amenities in terms of health care 
and natural resources, and proximity to metropolitan areas (Hektner 1995; Howley 2006; 
Johnson et al. 2005; Petrin et al. 2011). The results show that although community 
attachment largely reduces out-migration, financial capital is the most determinant factor. 
Researchers argues that community attachment is one of the factors making people return to 
their home communities (Collins 2009; Collins and Reid 2012; Goel and Goel 2009; Hugo et 
al. 2006), the results based on the in-migration model indicate that in-migration is largely 
driven by financial capital than community attachment.  
Forth, it is worthwhile to note that the effect of community attachment on in- and out-
migration is opposite. Higher community attachment in communities substantially reduces 
the number of out-migration. However, community attachment has a moderate and negative 
effect on in-migration, meaning higher community attachment moderately reduces the 
number of in-migration. Previous studies indicate the dark side of social capital. That is, 
strong social capital could block outsiders from access and strict demands for conformity 
might violate personal freedom (Portes 1998; Narayan 1999; Waldinger 1995). Scholars have 
argued that the present of bonding social capital and bridging social capital can facilitate 
optimal and positive outcomes (Saegert, Thompson, and Warren 2000; Warren et al. 2001; 
Stone and Hughes 2002); however, extreme low or extreme high on either one of social 
capital might lead to vertical relationships within and outside communities or cause conflicts 
(Flora et al. 2003). The results here show that the effect of community attachment is similar 
to social capital. For outsiders, they might regard higher community attachment as 
unfavorable for them to get involved in communities. For local residents, too strong 
community attachment might limit their freedom or violate their privacy. The results here 
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imply that having adequate rather than excessive community attachment is important for 
communities to retain residents or increase new residents. 
Fifth, built capital is the permanent physical installations and facilities used to support 
productive activities in communities. In this study, built capital is measured by government 
services, community services, community recreations, and retail and shopping. The results 
show that built capital has a moderate and positive direct effect on social capital, which 
support the hypothesis that built capital is positively associated with social capital. In 
addition, although the total effect of built capital on community attachment is statistically 
significant, this is mainly driven by its indirect effect via social capital because the direct 
effect of built capital on community attachment fails to reach a level of statistical significant. 
Gieryn (2000) found that built capital in terms of easily accessible architectures, and public 
facilities such as parks and libraries or near prominent landmarks contributes to stronger 
community attachment. However, this study does not confirm the hypothesis that built capital 
is associated with community attachment.  
Sixth, human capital is positively associated with out-migration. The results suggest 
that people who have higher education are more likely to move out of communities. This 
study confirms previous findings that highly educated and skilled people tend to be more 
mobile (Jaeger et al. 2010; Beine et al. 2001; Docquier and Rapoport 2012). On the other 
hand, previous studies of labor migration regarded migration as a self-selection process 
depending on human capital in terms of education, skills, and occupation; therefore 
researchers paid more attention to spatial mismatch between skilled/ unskilled workers and 
labor market prices (Borjas 1992; Farley and Allen 1987; Bean and Tienda 1988; Barringer, 
Gardner, and Levin 1993; Saenz 1991; Saenz and Davila 1992; Frey and Myers 2005; Logan, 
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Stults, and Farley 2004). However, this study indicates that communities with higher human 
capital are more likely to attract outsiders moving in and the results highlight the importance 
of human capital to communities. Flora et al. (2003) argue that human capital in terms of 
interpersonal skills, values, and leadership capacity is a key since these factors determine 
whether communities can mobilize resources to work out community affairs and obtain 
community goals. The results suggest that human capital is an important factor for 
communities to attract more educated and skilled people moving in. 
Last, for people in different life stages, the effects of community capitals and 
community attachment on migration show variations. Community attachment is the most 
determinant factor reducing out-migration on young people (1 to 17 years) and it also has a 
substantive effect reducing out-migration on young adults (18 to 34 years) and old adults (35 
to 64 years). Social capital moderately reduces out-migration on young people, young adults, 
and old adults. However, community attachment and social capital increase out-migration on 
old people (+65). These results do not correspond to previous studies that older age results in 
stronger community attachment, which in turn lowers migration rates (Beckley 2003; Sykes 
1990; Trentelman 2009; Cook et al. 2007). With regard to in-migration, financial capital is 
the most critical factor in hindering the increase of in-migration among young people, young 
adults, and old adults. By contrast, higher human capital is the strongest effect of increasing 
in-migration on young adults and old adults. Among old people, higher community 
attachment and social capital have a moderate effect of increasing in-migration. The results 
show that the effects of community capitals and community attachment on migration varies 
by ages, which correspond to previous studies that the life-course transition in terms of 
education, marriage, and retirement is related to migration (Whisler et al. 2008; Clark and 
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Withers 2002; Rossi 1955; Bernard et al. 2014; Kulu and Billari 2004; Venhorst et al. 2011; 
Mincer 1978). However, it is worthwhile to note that community attachment has a great 
effect on reducing out-migration on young people. For young people particularly those who 
were born there and spent childhood time there, leaving away from their home communities 
might also be a hard decision. Many scholars believe that the effect of community attachment 
is more obvious on elderly than youth (Beckley 2003; Sykes 1990 Trentelman 2009; Cook et 
al. 2007). However, although a factor found to be associated with migration in a particular 
life stage, this factor might result from other earlier factors. This finding implies that life-
course transition is useful way of thinking about migration but factors affecting migration 
intention might not clear-cut factors for each life stage. Rather, factors associated with 
migration in the earlier life stage might have a larger influence on people’s later life stage. 
This study suggests that further research should consider such effect on migration. The 
humanist approach has emphasized the importance of migrants’ history (Boyle 1998). Future 
research focusing on the effect of life-transition on migration might integrate or combine the 
perspectives of humanist approach. 
Limitations 
First, although the results indicate that the community capital framework might not 
properly explain migration, many factors might lead to a poor fit of the model and the small 
sample size could be a possible reason. Also, sample size will affect statistical power. Further 
studies regarding migration using other data might address the problem of small sample. 
However, the community capital framework is still a useful framework for understanding 
how local resources and capitals affect migration and how they affect people in life stages. 
The results based on the community capital framework help future researchers refine or 
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combine other relevant concepts in the studies of migration. Second, scholars argue that using 
aggregate data to show lower-level individual differences omits within-group variance, 
treating individuals as homogenous entities (Beaubien 2001; Gill and Hoebink 2003; Osborne 
2000). In this study, the results based on aggregated data has a limitation because it cannot be 
used to infer whether individuals’ or household’s socioeconomic conditions, work status, 
education attainment, and family relationships affect their decision of migration and selection 
of location. Third, the study focuses on Iowa small communities so the results might only be 
applicable to communities with similar characters. This situation means the findings might 
not be generalized to communities large in population size or heterogeneous in population. 
Forth, this study assumes that higher community attachment is more likely to make people 
who were born or lived there move back, thus increasing in-migration. However, community 
attachment might have no effect or negative effect on migrants who were not born or lived 
there. Due to the data referring to migrants cannot be further differentiated between those 
who lived there before and not; this leads to a limitation in measurement.  
Policy implications 
When considering how to solve population decline in communities, it is not easy for 
policy makers to know why people move away unless they conduct a survey for a target 
population in these communities. This study implies that to some degree community 
resources are associated with residents’ migration decision, depending on their life stages. 
This finding suggests that knowing population composition in term of ages in communities 
and examining its association with the distribution of community resources might reveal 
some reasons and solutions. Then, policy makers can make short-term and long-term plans 
for increasing a target population, such as young people or young adults by fully developing 
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a particular community capital. After implementing these policies, they could evaluate the 
effectiveness of theses policies through examining population growth.  
The implications of increasing community attachment through social capital might 
provide a feasible way for policy makers to implement effective strategies to assist local 
residents in mobilizing resources within and outside communities and further to facilitate 
community actions. Flora et al. (2003) propose three feasible ways to enhance community 
actions through social capital. First, politics should depersonalize and accept controversy 
through conflict-management mechanism. Therefore, residents are willing to run for public 
office to address community issues and solve controversies. Second, inclusive and diverse 
networks are needed since they foster intercommunity and extracommunity links and thus 
gain access to information and resources. Third, criteria for mobilizing resources should be 
publicized and all residents have opportunities to contribute their time and resources when 
there is a need.  
Pretty et al. (2006) points out that community attachment is associated with youth’s 
migration intention. But they also emphasize that community attachment alone is not enough 
to retain young people; communities must invest in economic development for youth. This 
recommendation reminds policy makers that fostering a sense of attachment to community 
for local residents is important but creating more job opportunities for those who have higher 
community attachment could return to their home communities is also necessary. 
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APPENDIX A. TABLES 
APPENDIX A. TABLE 1  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (YOUNG PEOPLE) 
Young people (1 to 17 years) 
Path analysis 
  In-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.153** 
 
← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.090*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.018 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA) -0. 057* 
 
← Human capital -0.103 
 
← Financial capital -0.752*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… in-migration  0.717 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
  𝑥! goodness of  fit  3920.825*** 
RMSEA 
 
 1.230 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 2  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (YOUNG PEOPLE) 
           Young people (1 to 17 years) 
Path analysis 
   Out-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.766*** 
   ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.450*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.089** 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA) -0.287*** 
 
← Human capital  0.384*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.641*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… out-migration  0.891 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!……bonding  0.549 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 8630.331*** 
  RMSEA 
 
1.828 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 3  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (YOUNG PEOPLE) 
Young people (1 to 17 years) 
Path analysis 
  Net-migration ← Community attachment (CA)  0.947*** 
   ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.557*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.110** 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.354*** 
 
← Human capital -0.374*** 
 
← Financial capital  0.247*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… net-migration  0.939 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 29526.612*** 
  RMSEA 
 
3.385 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 4  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (YOUNG ADULTS) 
Young adults (18 to 34 years) 
Path analysis 
  In-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.786*** 
  ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.462*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.091* 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA) -0.294*** 
 
← Human capital  0.624*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.598*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… in-migration  0.903 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
  	𝑥! goodness of fit 4890.878*** 
  RMSEA 
 
1.375 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
 120 
APPENDIX A. TABLE 5  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (YOUNG ADULTS) 
Young adults (18 to 34 years) 
Path analysis 
  Out-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.533*** 
 
← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.313*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.062* 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.199*** 
 
← Human capital  0.300*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.865*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… out-migration  0.887 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
              𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
              𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
              𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
  𝑥! goodness of fit 11159.905 *** 
RMSEA 
 
2.080 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 6  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (YOUNG ADULTS) 
Young adults (18 to 34 years) 
Path analysis 
  Net-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.325*** 
   ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.191*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.038* 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA) -0.121*** 
 
← Human capital  0.688*** 
 
← Financial capital  0.238 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
  Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… net-migration  0.733 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
  𝑥! goodness of fit  26463.124 *** 
RMSEA 
 
3.205 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 7  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (OLD ADULTS) 
Old adults (35 to 64 years) 
Path analysis 
 In-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.142 
  ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.084*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.016 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.053 
 
← Human capital  0.447*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.782*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… in-migration  0.434 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
 𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
  𝑥! goodness of fit 
 
906.873*** 
RMSEA 
 
0.585 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 8  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (OLD ADULTS) 
Old adults (35 to 64 years) 
Path analysis 
  Out-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.537*** 
   ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.315*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.062** 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA) -0.200*** 
 
← Human capital  0.340*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.809*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… out-migration  0.793 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 
 
2494.105*** 
RMSEA 
 
0.979 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 9  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (OLD ADULTS) 
Old adults (35 to 64 years) 
Path analysis 
  Net-migration ← Community attachment (CA)  0.744*** 
  ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.437*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.086* 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.278*** 
 
← Human capital -0.121* 
 
← Financial capital  0.458*** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… net-migration  0.767 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC 0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC 0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC 0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding 0.549 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bridging 0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust 0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 
 
3412.078*** 
RMSEA 
 
1.147 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01 
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 10  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (OLD PEOPLE) 
Old people (65+) 
Path analysis 
  In-migration ← Community attachment (CA)  0.403** 
  ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.237*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.047 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.150** 
 
← Human capital  0.177 
 
← Financial capital  0.000 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… in-migration  0.216 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 
 
641.463*** 
  RMSEA 
 
0.489 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 11		RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (OLD PEOPLE)
Old people (65+) 
Path analysis 
  Out-migration ← Community attachment (CA)  0.589*** 
 
← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA)  0.346*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA) -0.068* 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA)  0.220*** 
 
← Human capital -0.110 
 
← Financial capital -0.134 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… out-migration  0.355 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 
 
4016.810*** 
  RMSEA 
 
1.245 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX A. TABLE 12  RESULTS OF SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (OLD PEOPLE) 
Old people (65+) 
Path analysis 
  Net-migration ← Community attachment (CA) -0.711*** 
  ← Social capital (SC) (indirect via CA) -0.417*** 
 
← Ethnic diversity (indirect via SC and CA)  0.082** 
 
← Built capital via (SC and CA) -0.266*** 
 
← Human capital  0.520*** 
 
← Financial capital -0.173** 
 Community attachment ← Social capital  0.588*** 
 
← Built capital  0.149 
  
  Indirect via SC  0.225*** 
  
  Total effect  0.374*** 
 Social capital ← Ethnic diversity -0.197** 
 
← Built capital  0.383*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… net-migration  0.619 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… community attachment  0.433 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… social capital  0.178 
Factor analysis 
      Bonding  ← SC  0.741*** 
   Bridging ← SC  0.667*** 
   Trust ← SC  0.660*** 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bonding  0.549 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… bridging  0.445 
 
𝑝𝑅!…… trust  0.436 
Model fit 
    𝑥! goodness of fit 
 
15475.111*** 
  RMSEA 
 
2.450 
Significant at *p<0.1,**p<0.05, ***p<0.01  
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APPENDIX B. FIGURES  
	
APPENDIX B. FIGURE 1  SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (YOUNG PEOPLE) 
 
APPENDIX B. FIGURE 2  SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (YOUNG PEOPLE) 
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APPENDIX B. FIGURE 3  SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (YOUNG PEOPLE) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX B. FIGURE 4  SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (YOUNG ADULTS) 
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APPENDIX B. FIGURE 5  SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (YOUNG ADULTS) 
APPENDIX B. FIGURE 6  SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (YOUNG ADULTS) 
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APPENDIX B. FIGURE 7  SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (OLD ADULTS) 
APPENDIX B. FIGURE 8  SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (OLD ADULTS)
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APPENDIX B. FIGURE 9  SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (OLD ADULTS) 
 
 
APPENDIX B. FIGURE 10  SEM PREDICTING IN-MIGRATION (OLD PEOPLE) 
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APPENDIX B. FIGURE 11  SEM PREDICTING OUT-MIGRATION (OLD PEOPLE) 
 
	
	
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX B. FIGURE 12  SEM PREDICTING NET-MIGRATION (OLD PEOPLE) 
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